980

1948, contrasted with 69 percent in 1929 and
76 percent in 1930,

(6) “Some basic Industries are not in-
creasing their capacities sufficiently to attain
the production levels required for the steady
growth of & maXimum employment econ-
omy.” Instead, they are gearing their capac-
ities to the assumption that in the future as
in the past there will be a sharp drop in the
business cycle. This assumption of reces-
sion or depression, iIn turn, increases the
likelihood of the very evil against which re-
gerves are being amassed. * * * The road
to more production in the main is not higher

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

prices and profits later on, but, instead, a
rounded policy which adjusts prices and
profits and capacities to a long period of
‘stability and growth.”

The easiest time to correct these malad-
justments is before a crisis appears, that is
now. The hardest time will be later on when
neglect has actually produced the crisis.
Those who are intelligent and conservative
have long realized that a “stitch in time saves
nine,” but, unfortunately, sometimes the
shiftless counsel of drift and do nothing is
allowed to bring on damage that is ir-
Teparable.

Labor force, 1946—49
[Thousands of persons, 14 years of age and over]

FEBRUARY 8

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Harry Alfred Curtis to be a mem-
ber of the Board of Directors of the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nomination is confirmed;
and, without objection, the President will
be immediately notified of the confirma-
tion of this nomination.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM—ADJOURNMENT
TO THUREDAY

The Senate resumed the consideration
of legislative business.

Total labor Mr, LUCAS, Mr. President, I should
e foree, in- Ol eployens Armed | Unem. Jike to make an announcement for the
o e ot | VidpE fores! | ployment  benefit of Members of the Senate. When
forcest | ToWl | ‘Gultural | enltural the Senate concludes its business today,
= it is planned to adjourn until Thursday
: ; 60 51, i, I
lm_rehma’ry gg’.lm H.% u.m &% %.333 %‘,ﬁ next. I see no reason why we shouid be
lihrﬁh %% g}{gg &223 ;:i% ; ;7_,3 %s‘?ﬁ here for any considerable length of time
R R R R 60, 570 B850 | 45,970 8 580 3,410 230 o Thursday. At the conclusion of busi-
gn;'u! %% %& ﬁ'ﬁ u‘}.% g.’gl?g g.g ness on Thursday, it is planned that the
S o ;i gem| @il M6l HE) S meve that the Senate adie
Septemb dis = s now move tha e Senate adjourn
October. 61, 160 57,030 48, 410 620 170 960
o | R R L o i o b ana 5
R e - : motion was agre ; and (a
o L e 5,630 E% 1&% Som| Lem| 240 Gclock ¥ miltiedies 19 o e
March._.. 59, 660 48, 7,240 1,570 2,30 adjourned uni ursday, ruary 10,
April.._. IR 4] T Teo 1949, at 12 o'clock meridian.
64, 007 60, 055 40,678 10,377 1,308 2, 555
4, 025 60, 070 £0,013 10, 066 1,371 2,584
Al Eml @l orml dm i e
gf,g}g mat| sz :ig Lest Executive nomination received by the
D e . €70 7,947 B0, 985 6 062 i"w i' t3 Senate February 8, 1949:
1948 ;_ebm 3 glll,gi %;g ﬁg 2??0? }.% i % ExPoRT-IMPORT BANE OF WASHINGTON
ek P e e e e 61, 005 57,329 0, 452 6,847 1,236 2 440 Hawthorne Arey, of Nebraska, to be a di-
A o, 760 g,.g g'.% 7,48 igg z _}gtls rector of the Export-Import Bank of Wash-
e 647 61,206 | 5189 9, 396 1261 581 DgEeNto TILAL eXHIE FRCANCY;
e il ww| el onmlopm o e
i Sl uml ol i@l el N
gm'emher--.-----.-.-...--..-....- & &m; 9, g 51, g ; gi 1%:13 1‘,31 Executive nomination confirmed by the
ber._ . " 4 1,941 =
e e e A s onois| k| et 6,763 1,468 sas Senate February 8, 1949:
TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

1 Exclades about 150,000 members of the armed lorces,

Nore.—Detail will not necessarily add to totals because of rounding.

Source: Department of Commerce.

Consumers’ prices, 1939-48, for moderate-
income families in large cities

EXECUTIVE SESSION
Mr. LUCAS. I move that the Senate

Harry Alfred Curtis to be a member of the
Board of Directors of the Tennessee Valley
Authority for the term expiring 9 years after
May 18, 1948, .

All proceed to the consideration of execu- '
A iems 1| ¥ood [Apparel] Hen' tive business. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
1985-30=100 The motion was agreed to; and the
Morll%!;:v average: a3l 2l il Senate proceeded to the consideration of TuespAy, FEBRUARY 8, 1949
1940 100, 2 15'2:'5‘ 'Sé: 7| ous executive business. o b
1041 106.2 5 106, . o] ouse met al 0'clocK noon.
EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED
lots. 10 | 1m0 7| ieo Rey. Dale Crowley, Washington, D. C.,
}g.:; }E. i }%: ;335‘3 %&g Se'Ih:eVICE Pﬂnsmm‘fh]a!g beforetth: offered the following prayer:
: : . nate a message from the President o
Tt i:sg% ;%E i?&g ’;‘:’E‘% the United States submitting the nom- an?lug’;f;%"emf Father, God of all mercy
048 . 171, p % o
3600 Juic o6 | ‘e | 03| loys ination of Hawthorne Arcy, of Nebraska, ™ g}, oroterul hearts, we acknowledge
1946—June 133.3| 5.6 157.2| 1085 to be a director of the Export-Import that Thou hast wonderfully blest our
1947 Juiio lon1) 1.5 1.7] 1092 Bank of Washington to fill an existing hat Thou wilt t
948—January 68.8 | 200.7 | 192.1| 1150 Nation. We ask that ou give to
Februar, 167.5 | 2047 | 195.1| ne.0 vacancy, which was referred to the Com- Thy servants a sense of true thanks-
e Jeos| 29| 14| nes Mittee on Banking and Currency. giving, and with this an awareness of our
- 1.5 210.9| 197.5| UG7T  gyRCUTIVE REPORT OF A COMMITTEE stewardship before Thee. Grant that
o el aes| Wbl hrs every man in this Chamber today, and
upust. is| mes| we7| ury  ‘The following favorable report of & ooy 50v may think not merely of his
September 174.5 ( 215.2| 200.0 | 1185 nominalion was submitted: . $e -t
October_..._.| 173.6| 211.5| 20L.6| 1187 ’ responsibility to his constituents,
November_____| 172.2| 207.5| 201.4 | 1188 By Mr. McGRATH, from the Committee on especially of his high trusteeship under
SR~ 171.4| 205.0] 204] 195  the District of Columbia: God. Like Daniel Webster, exemplary
Percentage increases Aubrey B. Fennell, of the District of Co~  ciqtecman that he was, may our foremost
Srcodumoimor | 7| IB| 10| B e O e A e it o cotumbia . thought be our accountability to God.
Since Juno 1946 1. 2 41 = o o e ) Give wisdom, so that we may be able
it e o SR S 2 ®  The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be to discern bgtween the right and the

1 Also includes housefurnishings, fuel, electricity, and
refdzeration, and miscellaneous poods and services,
? T'o December 1948, latest data available,

Source: Department of Labor.

no further reports of committees, the
clerk will state the nomination on the
Executive Calendar,

wrong. Give courage, that we may ever
stand for that which is true. Give hu-
mility, that we may walk before Thee
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acceptably; and give devotion, that we
may serve Thee faithfully. We ask it in
the name of our Saviour. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. ANDERSON of California asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks in the Recorp and include an
article.

Mr. SHAFER asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a letter from a
constituent.

RENT CONTROL

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1
minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I am today
introducing a bill on the controversial
subject of rent control.

It is a bill that preserves the basic
fundamentals of free enterprise. At
the same time it prevents tenants from
being gouged by the small percentage of
landlords who might with justification
be termed “unscrupulous and selfish.”
The bill provides for decontrol, but at
the same time it permits any tenant who
is about to be gouged the right of appeal
to a local board composed of citizens in
his own county. I recommend that the
Members of this body study this particu-
lar measure. It will allow free collective
bargaining between individual tenants
and landlords with the local board act-
ing as the final arbiter if the landlord
refuses to be fair and just. We must
remember that rent is merely the wage
of the people who have been thrifty
enough over the years to save sufficient
funds to own an equity in real property.
Under the present rent-control law and
under the administration’s proposed bill,
the Government sets the rent and there
is no attempt made to allow a gradual
relaxation of rent control. Instead
controls are to be extended for 27 months
and the regulations are to be more
stringent. My bill will act as a steam
valve to protect the many tenants, but
at the same time it will preserve the
fundamentals of free enterprise.

EXTENSION OF REMARES

Mr. DAGUE asked and was granted
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp in two instances; in the first to
include an editorial from the Philadel-~
phia Enquirer, and in the second to in-
clude a letter from Time magazine.

Mr. FARRINGTON asked and was
granted permission to extend his re-
marks in the REcorp and include a reso-
lution on statehood for Hawaii.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin asked and
was granted permission to extend his
remarks in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.

Mrs., ST. GEORGE asked and was
granted permission to extend her re-
marks in the Appendix of the REcorp
and include a magazine article written
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by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
REEs].

Mr. LYNCH asked and was granted
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the RECORD.

EQUAL RIGHTS FOR MEN AND WOMEN

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
New York? >

There was no objection.

Mrs., ST. GEORGE. Mr. Speaker, on
January 5 I introduced House Joint Res-
olution 68, proposing an amendment to
the Constitution of the United States
relative to equal rights for men and
women.

This resolution is nonpartisan. It has
been a plank in the Republican national
platform in 1940, 1944, and 1948.

It has been a plank in the Democratic
national platform in 1944 and 1948.

It was also a plank in the Progressive
Party's national platform in 1948.

For these reasons many of my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle have
joined me as cosponsors of the resolu-
tion and we hope that the two major
parties will live up to the promises, oft
repeated in their platforms,

The following Congressmen are co-
sponsors of this resolution: FRraNk
BUCHANAN, J. HARRY McGREGOR, WILLIAM
LEemke, ErNeEsT K. BrAMBLETT, A. L.
MiLrLER, THURMOND CHATHAM, EUGENE D,
O’'SULLIVAN, HARLEY O. STAGGERS, THRUS-
10N B. MorRTON, RoBERT F. RicH, CLARE
MagEE, RoBeRT T. SECREST, ToBEY MORRIS,
GorpoN L. McDownoucH, F. EDWARD
HEBERT, CHESTER A. CHESNEY, CHARLES B.
Deane, HeENDERSON LanHaM, FraNk W,
Boyxin, WiLLiam L. PFEIFFER, HOMER D.
AnGELL, JAMEs F. Linp, Danier A. REED,
CuarLES E. BENNETT, HOwWARD W. SMITH,
Epwarp A. GARMATZ, FRANK A. BARRETT,
ANTHONY CAVALCANTE, M. G. BURNSIDE,
JACK Z. ANDERSON, ROBERT J. CORBETT,
WaynNe L. Hays, THoOR C. TOLLEFSON, BoYD
TACKETT, BRENT SPENCE, CHRISTIAN A.
HerTER, Donarp L. JicksoN, RarpH W,
GWwINN, CLINTON D. McKINNON, HARRY L.
Towe, W. G. STIGLER, WILLIAM T. BYRNE,
WaLt HoraN, JaME: S. GOLDEN, FRANCIS
CAsE, MorcaN M. MOULDER, CHARLES A,
PrumiEY, B, W. KEARNEY, PAUL CUNNING-
HAM, ABRAHAM J. MULTER, JAMES G. FUL-
TON, CLIFFORD DAvis, EpwarD JENISON,
JoHnN PHiLvIPS, JAMES G. POLK, EARL WIL-
soN, WiLsur D. Mrrrs, WiLriam P. BoL-
ToN, E. H. Heprick, Tom B. FUGATE,
CrLEvELAND M. Barey, H. R. Gross, G. R.
WirHrROW, RICHARD NIXON, RIicHARD W.
HorrmaNn, CraiR EncLE, JoEN R. MUR-
DOCK, EpWIN ARTHUR HALL, ISIDORE DoOL-
LINGER, DwicHT L. RoGERS, CLIFFORD R.
Hore, CHARLES P, NeLsoN, Tom STEED,
Ivor D. FENTON, A. S. HERLONG, JAMES T.
ParTERsoN, OrTo E. PassmaN, Ceci M.
HarpeN, DayToN E. PHILLIPS.

NATIONAL COMMISSION ON GOVERN-
MENTAL RELATIONS

Mr. BOGGS of Delaware, = Mr, Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks,
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Dela-
ware [Mr. Boges!?

There was no objection.

Mr. BOGGS of Delaware. Mr. Speak-
er, yesterday I introduced H. R. 2389, a
bill providing for the establishment of a
National Commission on Governmental
Relations. At that time I emphasized
the vital need for such a Commission and
for a study such as the bill directs it to
make, especially with respect to the fiscal
problems existing among the various
levels of government.

At that time, Mr. Speaker, I urged that
other Members of the Congress, without
respect to political affiliation, join with
me in sponsoring this legislation. Con-
sequently, it is with real pleasure and
deep gratitude that I am able to report to
the Members of this House that a bill
identical with H. R. 2389 was introduced
in the other body of the Congress yester-
day by eight distinguished Members.
S. 810 was introduced by Senator Hen-
DRICKSON, of New Jersey, for himself and
for Senator WiLey, of Wisconsin; Sena-
tor BRICKER, of Ohio; my colleague, Sena-
tor Wirriams, of Delaware; Senator
SmitH, of New Jersey; Senator ScHOEP-
PEL, of Kansas; Senator Ives, of New
Eork; and Senator O'Conor, of Mary-

nd.

Let me say again, Mr. Speaker, that I
very much appreciate the interest of
those distinguished Senators in this im-
portant matter. I also reiterate my
statement of yesterday in the House, to
the effect that I will welcome the intro-
duction into the House of identical bills
by any of the distinguished gentlemen in
this Chamber.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that after the legislative
business of the day and any other spe-
cial orders I may address the House to-
day for 15 minutes. «

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. LaNg] ?

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND
FISHERIES

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, at the re-
quest of the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. Branpl, I ask unanimous consent
that the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries may sit today during the
general debate.

The SPEAEER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr, PrRiEsT]?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMAREKS

Mr. CELLER asked and was granted
permission to extend his remarks in the
RECORD.

THE TRIAL OF CARDINAL MINDSZENTY

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
¥ork [Mr. CELLER]?

There was no objection.
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Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, the world
stands aghast at the accusation, trial,
and punishment of the martyr, Cardinal
Mindszenty, We are filled with horror
and anger at this travesty of justice.
Not only is the cardinal on trial, but all
free men are being tried; all religions are
on trial. The dignity of man is trampled
upon. The honor of the church is de-
filed. Today it is a Catholic prelate that
communism lays foul hands upon. To-
morrow it is a rabbi, and the next day a
Protestant minister.

The lesson that burns into our con-
sciousness is the need to purge the world
of communism and its poison. The anti-
dote is vigorous protest, followed up by
appropriate economic sanctions, if neces-
sary, by free nations, headed by the
United States, if Hungary continues her
dreadful and dreaded practices against
the cardinal.

. The SPEAKER. The time of the gen~
tleman from New York has expired.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. WALTER. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 1
minute and to revise and extend my re-
marks,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALTER]?

There was no objection.

[Mr. WaLTter addressed the House.
His remarks appear in the Appendix.]

EXTENSION OF REMARKE

Mr. BARING, Mr. GARMATZ, and Mr.
COLE of Kansas asked and were given
permission to extend their own remarks
in the Appendix of the RECORD.

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks in
the Appendix of the REecorp in two in-
stances, in one to include an address by
Governor Sparks, of Alabama.

Mr. BIEMILLER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include a
speech on health insurance,

Mr. GREEN asked and was given per--

mission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the REcorp and include an
article from the American magaZine of
December 11, 1948, on Cardinal Minds-
zenty.

Mr. BROOKS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include ex-
traneous matter.

Mr. COOPER, Mr. MILLS, and Mr,
REED of New York asked and were given
permission to revise and extend the re-
marks they expect to make in the Com-
mittee of the Whole today and to include
excerpts of material to which they may
refer.

Mr, VAN ZANDT acked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the ReEcorp and include a
statement he made this morning before
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

Mr. BURDICK asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include a re-
port from the welfare board of the county
in which the Sioux Indians reside.

Mr. ANGELL asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
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Appendix of the Recorp and include an
editorial.

Mr, HOFFMAN of Michigan (at the
request of Mr. MICHENER) was given per=
mission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the REcorp and include an
editorial.

Mr. MITCHELL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the ReEcorp in two separate
instances and to include extraneous
matter.

UNITED STATES SAVINGS BONDS

Mr. ARENDS. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House

for 1 minute and to revise and extend

my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tllinois?

" There was no objection.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr, Speaker, 75,000,-
000 people now own United States sav=
ings bonds. Plans are now being made
for the spring campaign to stimulate
even greater participation in bond-buy-
ing. Meanwhile the Savings Bond Di-
vision of the United States Treasury is
seeking an official bond song to be sung
and played on all appropriate occasions.
The peace-time song will replace Irving
Berlin’s great war-time song, Any Bonds
Today? As a member of the Society for
the Preservation and Encouragement of
Barber Shop Quartet Singing in Ameri-
ca, Inc., I am proud to announce that the
Treasury’s quest is assured of success.
The Treasury turned to the SPEBSQSA’s
26,000 members, and invited them to pro-
duce the song. Entries are pouring in
to International Secretary Carroll P,
Adams in Detroit headquarters of the
Society, and many more entries are ex-
pected before the competition closes Feb-
ruary 15. Two thousand barber shop
quartets have volunteered their services
to the Treasury to sing the song at rallies
scheduled in every State in the Union.
Ed Place, of the Washington, D. C.,
chapter, whose 100-man singing capital
chorus recently entertained the society’s
No. 1 member, President Truman, at
the inaugural gala, is in charge of the
savings bond song competition for
SPEBSQSA. He has extended an invi-
tation to & Congressional quartet to in-
troduce the winning song, and I am sure
that this body can supply the necessary
harmonizers and harmony to assist the
savings bond campaign in such a man-
ner. The SPEBSQSA motio, Eeep Amer-
ica Singing, will soon be augmented by
Keep America Saving. It is gratifying to
know that this rapidly growing public-
spirited organization of male harmoniz-
ers will hold its annual midwinter meet-
ing in the District of Columbia in Janu-
ary 1950. There is no finer recreation
or hobby than lifting our voices in song,
and it is pleasing to know that the Na-
tion’s Capital is leading the way in this
great pastime,

DECISIVE FOREIGN POLICY

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks,
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr, Speaker, as we open
hearings today on the European re-
covery program it becomes clearer than
ever that our own national security and
world peace are far from being a certain-
ty. The European recovery program
has saved Europe from communism, but
democracy is losing China, and the
United States seems impotent to even try
to stop it. We must develop an im-
mediate, vigorous, and affirmative pro-
gram in Asia, and we must at the same
time further fortify democracy’s posi-
tion in Eurcpe and the Middle East. We
are learning in Europe that a recovery
program without economic and even
political unity—is recovery without a
point,

Mr. Speaker, our foreign policy must
take the logical next step and insist that
the regional groupings organized in re-
covery programs become regional eco-
nomic and political federations—this is
the true intent of the Vandenberg reso-
lution—and the basis for an ultimate
world federal government, man's hope
for permanent peace.

There are appended two articles from
today’s Washington Post bearing on this
very question:

EvmnorEAN UnioN
(By Sumner Welles)
SHADOW INSTEAD OF SUBSTANCE

I wonder if there is much justification for
the enthuslastic reception which public opin-
ion in the United States has given the an-
nouncement that the five Brussels pact coun~-
tries have agreed upon a project for a Council
of Europe.

The present plan is unguestionably a weak
compromige. It rejects the French conten-
tion that a powerful European parliament
should be constituted. It accepts the British
thesis that nothing should now be done bas-
yond the creation of machinery to facilitate
inter-governmental cooperation between the
western European countries.

Bo far nothing in fact has been settled
except for an agreement that a constitution
is to be drafted which will provide for a
ministerial committee meeting in private, in
which every country will have a veto power,
and a consultative body meeting in publie,
which will be given no authority whatever.
The British suggest that the council sheuld
hold its first meeting in Strasbourg before
1950 and the five Brussels pact countries have
also agreed that Italy and other European
countries are to be asked to join as founding
members.

The project makes no provision for the
limitation of national sovercignties. It pos-
sesses no real vitality. Itresponds tono over-
whelming popular demand for a people’s
union, It ignores the eloguent and urgent
warnings of the handful of statesmen that
Europe still possesses, such as Churchill, Her-
riot, Reynaud, Blum, and Sforza, that Eu-
rope's only hope of salvation lies in political
and economic federation.

QOutside of the cooperative measures re-
quired by the European recovery program the
only practical steps that have so far been
taken to lay the foundation for such a feder-
ation are the economic agreements between
Belgium, the Netherlands, and Luxemburg,
and the agreement between France and Italy
for a customs union.

There are several reasons for Britain's ob-
stinate refusal to acquiesce in the demands
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of the continental countries for the estab-
lishment of a European parllament possess-
ing wide powers.

The British delegate on the permanent
commission, Hugh Dalton, alleged that
Britain opposed a European parliament
which could overside national governments.

The continental governments have now
learned that the British Labor Party is deter-
mined to reject any plan for European union
which might hamper its ability to carry out
its own internal policles or limit its capacity
to impose economic controls and pursue its
present course of rigid bilateral trading.

The British Government also differs radi-
cally with France and with Germany’s other
western neighbors concerning the kind of
Germany we are to see in the future.

The basic British viewpoint is succinctly
expressed in the Economist’s recent com-
plaint that the French “strain at the gnat of
German nationalism but are willing to swal=-
low the camel of European instability.” In
other words, the British feel that the French
should acquiesce in the resurrection of Ger-
man power as a bulwark against Soviet
Russia.

It is the viewpoint of the 1820’s all over
again. The fact that France, after the First
World War, was so tragically right in her fear
of German nationalism and the English-
speaking powers so tragically wrong in their
insistence that there was no cause for ap-
prehension seems to count for nothing in
Downing Street.

It is also a strange anomaly that the cartels
and vested interests in the continental coun-
tries that are out to sabotage any kind of
European union which could deprive them
of the benefits they have so long derived from
customs barriers and exchange controls
should now be joining hands with Britain’s
Socialist government in impeding, Iif not
permanently blocking, the creation of that
form of European union with Clement Attlee
himself only 2 years ago officially proclaimed
to be Europe's one chance for survival.

The United States until now has limited
itself to a few platitudinous expressions of
pleasure that plans for a European union
should be under way. Yet Is such a shadow
of a European union as that now projected
likely to be of any practical benefit to the
United States or to become a regional bloc
capable of strengthening the foundations of
the United Nations?

It is generally admitted here in Wash-
ington that western Europe will still be a
long way from recovery when the European
recovery program ends in 1852. It is also
belleved that only a far-reaching political
and economic union can make western
Europe self-supporting. The negotiations
for the North Atlantic defense pact have
clearly shown that in many parts of western
Europe there is already a trend toward re-
glonal isolation rather than toward a pool-
ing of sovereign rights in the common in-
terest. It would certainly seem to be plain
that only a real and vital European federa-
tion, such as that envisaged by Mr. Church-
ill, could prevent a return to such a fraction-
ized western Europe as that which made
possible the catastrophe of 1859.

The State Department has properly re-
fused to use the European recovery pro-
gram as a means of influencing the national
policies of the Marshall plan countries. But
is there any valid reason why the countries
which are receiving help under the European
recovery program and which will obtain
arms for self-defense as a result of the North
Atlantic defense pact should not be frankly
told that one of the principal ends sought
by the American people in return for their
sgacrifices on behalf of western Europe is a
real federation of the western European
countries.
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Might it not be the better part of wisdom
for us to adopt before it is too late a less
negative attitude with regard to this vital
issue?

PARTNERS OR ALLIES

Only in the last few weeks has it dawned
on the world that the United States and the
Soviet Unlon are locked in a deadly struggle
for allies in the next war, This is the lesson
of the tug-of-war over Norway. The Soviet
refuses to accept the Norweglan answer as
the clarification that it sought of Norway's
stand on the Atlantiec Pact. And assuming
that Moscow had any right to call for any
such clarification, the answer was indeed
cryptic. Norway sald she would not permit
the establishment of foreign bases on Nor-
wegian soil “as long as Norway is not at-
tacked or subjected to threats of attack.”
Russia rightly construes the explanation as
leaving the Norweglans a free hand to de-
termine the conditions which would persuade
them to put bases in Norway at the disposal
of the United States.

Moscow, however, chooses to ignore the
fact that Norway is already bound solemnly
under the United Nations to keep the peace.
If the Soviet would be reassured by another
pledge, it is doubtful whether Norway would,
For a nonaggression pact in the Soviet lexi-
con has become the entering wedge of ag-
gression. Cases in point are all the peace
treaties that Moscow signed with the Balkan
states. The fate of Czechoslovakia, In par-
ticular, makes a mockery of the Soviet re-
quest. Before the war the Soviet was the
first to recognize that a nonaggression un-
dertaking by Nazl Germany meant nothing,
and first Litvinov and then Molotov insisted
on spelling out all the phases of aggression,
both internal and external; and then de-
manded guaranties. Stalin has taken a
leaf out of Hitler's copybook. The plain
fact, as the world no less than Norway sees
it, is that as a result of Soviet postwar ac-
tions there is absent in relations with the
Soviet Union the basic ingredient of what
is now called a nonself-operating agreement,
viz, good faith. It could thus be taken for
granted that even if Norway were to sign
a nonaggression pact with Soviet Russia, she
would not thereby be deterred from seeking
closer association with the Atlantic nations,

However, the occasion might be taken to
reexamine the nature of the particular kind
of Atlantic association under discussion.
Why limit the association to a military alli-
ance providing for the acquisition of bases,
for arms consignments, and for a pledge to
wage war together? If we feel a sense of
assoclation with western Europe, why not
offer an association for peace as well as for
war? Metternich sald after the Napoleonic
wars that “a unifying idea” was the founda-
tion of postwar reconstruction and pacifica-
tion. The “unifying idea” of his day was
legitimacy of government. Today it is free-
dom and union—as the free peoples all recog-
nize in their dreams, though their govern-
ments are not guided by it. Specifically, be-
fore this country sets its hand to a military
alliance and embarks on a course that all his-
tory teaches will infallibly lead to war, let us
issue a call for a constitutional assembly for
the consideration of a grand Federal Union.

Such a call from the United States—the
“music maker” for the free world—would lift
the present discussions onto a new plane. It
would reach peoples as well as governments,
and Inspire them to lift up their voices in an
irresistible demonstration. In their hearts
they want to relate themselves to other peo-
ples. They know that distance has been
annihilated, that what affects one affects
evedybody; yet they see their governments
building up vested and nationalistic interests
in such things as fighting currencles, state
trading systems, and other forms of anarchy.
It must seem to them defeatist as well as
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senseless. They cannot be encouraged, elther,
by the spectacle that this reversion to patho-
logical nationalism is being financed under
ERP, though, to be sure, the ERP ideal is
eventually to create interdependence out of
a sturdler independence.

Is it not remarkable that the first thing
to be forgotten in time of peace is our war
aims? Cannot we see that in all the postwar
schemes of pacification and reconstruction
we have undershot the mark? Partnership is
the effective alllance, and the only one, Be-
fore the reaction to a mere military alliance
gets altogether crystallized, an effort to real-
ize the aspirations of the men who have had
to fight a couple of world wars In the last
35 years ought to be explored, and the idea of
a great community taken out of the hearts of
mankind and given some form and substance.

EXTENSION OF REMAREKS

Mr. WHITTINGTON asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Recorp and include an address he
delivered before the thirtieth annual

. convention of the Mississippi Valley As-

sociation, St. Louis, Mo., on Monday,
February 7, on the subject, A Sound Pro-
gram of Flood Control and River and
Harbor Improvements Must Be Main-
tained.

THE PANAMA CANAL

Mr, STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from West
Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, the
Congress now has before it a question of
national and international significance—
the Panama Canal.

An important contribution to the many
discussions of this subject was published
in the Proceedings of the American
Society of Civil Engineers, January 1949,
volume 75, No. I, pages 143-145, in the
form of a technical discussion by Harry
Outen Cole, a consulting engineer of
Morgantown, W. Va.

Mr. Cole is an engineer of great dis-
tinetion who knows the Panama Canal
and the problems related thereto, based
upon his own personal knowledge as
resident engineer of the Pacific division
of the Canal, including the Pacific locks.
His words will carry great weight.

I urge that every Member of the Con-
gress and all others who are interested
in the Canal question read his illumi-
natory discussion, which should go a
long way toward clarifying the issues.

TRADE AGREEMENTS EXTENSION ACT
OF 1949

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House resolve itself into
the Commiftee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the considera-
tion of the bill (H, R. 1211) to extend
the authority of the President under sec-
tion 350 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as
amended, and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to. .

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H. R. 1211, with Mr,
WaLTER in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
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By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. DoucHTON] is
recognized.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman,
since erroneous charges have appeared
in the press that might lead some Mem-
bers of the House to conclude that there
was inadequate opportunity to be heard
on this bill, it may be heipful to com-
pare the background of the present bill
with the procedure adopted by the Re-
publican majority in the disposition of
the Trade Agreements Extension Act of
1948.

Last year, a subcommittee conducted
the hearings on this important legisla-
tion. This year, hearings were held by
the full committee.

The 1948 hearings were held behind
closed doors with the press and public
barred, and with a number of people de-
prived not only of the opportunity to be
heard, but also of the right to know what
other witnesses were saying before the
subcommittee. In contrast, the hear-
ings on H. R. 1211 were open to press
and public and everyone who sought an
opportunity to be heard was permitted
to testify. Last year, although hearings
were held for 6 days from May 3 to May
8, 1948, a bill was not introduced in the
House until May 24. In contrast, the
committee this year has had from the
beginning of the hearings the benefit of
knowing precisely the terms of the bill
upon which the hearings were being held.

Last year the time allotted between
proponents and opponents of the recip-
rocal-trade program was divided equally,
that is, 3 days to a side. This year, the
opposition had 4 days while the propo-
nents had but 3 days. Even the terms
of debate on the floor are more advan-
tegeous to the present minority than
those prescribed by them when they were
in control of the Eightieth Congress.
Under the agreed procedure any Mem-
ber will have an opportunity to offer an
amendment to H. R. 1211 while last year
the Republicans brought their bill to the
House under a closed rule under which
there was no opportunity for amend-
ment whatever. If ever there has been
a full, fair, and free hearing, discussion
and deliberation of any legislation, it has
been provided for the pending bill.

The bill under consideration by the
House to extend the authority of the
President under section 350 of the Tariff
Act of 1930 as amended, and for other
purposes, will, if enacted into law, re-
store and unshackle the authority of the
President to enter into foreign trade
agreements. The Trade Agreements Ex-
tension Act of 1948, Eightieth Congress,
was written by the foes and not the
friends of the reciprocal trade method
of dealing with tariffs and international
trade. It was proposed and sponsored
by those who on every previous occasion
had opposed and voted against the ex-
tension of the Reciprocal Trade Act be-
ginning with 1934 and continuing to
1948

The reciprocal trade method of deal~
ing with tariff problems had proved so
popular with the people of the country
that its opponents would not risk an
open effort to wipe it off the statute
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books, but attacked it by flank movement
by the substitution of a bill which weak-
ened, emasculated, and crippled the orig-
inal act.

When the President reluctantly signed
the 1948 act he protested that—

The act prescribes a new complicated,
time-consuming, and unnecessary procedure
for the negotiation of reciprocal trade agree=-
ments. This change in procedure will neces-
sarilly hamper and obstruct the negotiation
of new agreements, a defect which is par-
ticularly undesirable in view of the act's
limitation to a single year.

However, the President, loyal to his
constitutional duty, proceeded to sched-
ule reciprocal trade negotiations with
13 foreign countries, beginning in April,
In his letter to me of January 8, 1949,
the President requested that the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means take up the
extension of the Trade Agreements Act,
without hampering amendments, at the
earliest possible date. He further stated:

The restrictive provisions and limited ex-
tension of the present trade agreements law
materially hamper the effectiveness of
United States perticipation in this effort.
That is why it is so important that the
existing Trade Agreements Act be promptly
repealed, and that the act as it existed on
March 1, 1948, be extended for a further sub-
stantial period. I suggest that this perlod
be until June 12, 1051,

ORIGIN OF RECIPROCAL TRADE PROGRAM

In order to view the reciprocal trade
program in its proper perspective, we
should never forget that it was conceived
by the eminent, respected and revered
world statesman, Hon. Cordell Hull. Of
the many magnificent contributions Mr.
Hull has made to his own country and
to the world community of nations, no
star of his achievement shines more
brightly than lis reciprocal trade pro-
gram. Cordell Hull, in my judgment,
will be rated by future historians as one
of the greatest statesmen America has
ever produced. If Cordell Hull in all
his long public career ever said or did
an unwise thing, I never heard of it.

I distinctly remember his appearance
before the Committee on Ways and
Means on March 8, 1934—the same com-
mittee on which he had served so illus-
triously for 18 years. In his appearance
on this occasion he soundly advised our
committee as follows:

Extreme obstructions to international
trade inevitably result in serious economic
controversies or warg, the minimum of coms-
merce between nations, constant over-pro=-
duction through lack of facilities for distri-
bution, together with every sort of artificial
device to deal with the domestic price situa~-
tion, vast idleness of labor, and emigration
of capital into thousands of foreign indus-
trial plants, to say nothing of the difficulties
of effecting transfers of debt service due
from one country to another. The alterna-
tive policy would appear to comprise &
liberalization of the existing obstructions
and restrictions by degrees and over a pe-
riod of time through careful trade arrange=
:a;::sts, to a more moderate and reasonable

That was 15 years ago. The wisdom of
his advice was appreciated and followed
by the Committee on Ways and Means
and the bill was approved on June 18,
1934, which was the first Trade Agree-
ments Act. il
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HISTORY OF THE OPERATION OF THE TRADE
AGEEEMENTS ACT

The Trade Agreements Act brought
forth a basic change in our tariff phi-
losophy. In the enactment of the Smoot=-
Hawley Tariff Act of 1930, and other high
tariff measures, the ruling philosophy
was that the determination of the United
States tariff was solely and exclusively a
matter of domestic concern. Rates were
fixed at inordinately high levels to con-
form to the wishes of domestic producers
with little or no consideration given to
the importance of our export trade or
the American consumer.

It will be remembered that when the
Smoot-Hawley Tariff Aci was under con-
sideration it was opposed by the Tariff
Commission, although our friends who
opposed the Hull tariff policy now seem
to lay great weight on the opinion of the
Tariff Commission,

It may be helpful to remember that
more than one thousand eminent econo-
mists throughout the country warned
those in charge of the Smoot-Hawley
tariff bill that, if it should be enacted
into law, serious economic consequences
would ensue. The Smoot-Hawley Tariff
Act, although heralded as a harbinger of
national prosperity, was followed by the
worst economic catastrophe in the his-
tory of our Government. Although it
was proposed as a means of abolish-
ing poverty and spreading prosperity
throughout the land, the country experi-
enced exactly the opposite. Under its
operations industry was bankrupt, agri-
culture paralyzed, labor pauperized,
banks failed by the thousands, and the
economy of the country was shattered
almost beyond belief or description, al-
most to the point of a revolution. :

The Trade Agreements Act policy, on
the other hand, recognized that tariffs
are a proper subject for d’'scussion and
negotiation between and among countries
interested in either import or export
trade, or both.

The act, up to 1948, authorized the
President to reduce excessively high tar-
iffs up to 50 percent, not arbitrarily, but
in return for concessions from foreign
countries when it could be done to the
mutual benefit of each. It is a repudia-
tion of economic isolation.

Since 1934 agreements have been con-
summated with more than 40 foreign
countries, which together with the United
States account for the preponderant part
of world trade. Tariffs and other bar-
riers to trade have been progressively and
selectively reduced or removed so as to
facilitate the flow of profitable trade and
thereby improve the standard of living
and enhance the prosperity of the many
countries concerned. Our many agri-
cultural and industrial producers whose
output is in excess of domestic require-
ments must find a profitable outlet abroad
for their surpluses and in return take
foreign products which are necessary
either as raw materials to keep our in-
dustrial machine running or as consumer
goods to supplement our own production.

How can opponents of the reciprocal
trade program seriously contend that our
national  economy has been  impaired
when national income has increased
from $48,600,000,000 in 1934 to $224,000,-
000,000 in 1948? Has business been hurt,
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or seriously threatened, when income
from manufacturing has increased sev-
enfold? When agriculture, which relies
heavily upon foreign markets for disposal
of surplus crops, has increased its cash
income from six and one-half billion
decliars in 1934 to more than 31 billions
in 1948?

Of course sole credit is not claimed by
the friends of reciprocal trade for all
these achievements, but it can be truth-
fully asserted that the Trade Agreements
Act has played a major part in our pre-
war economic recovery. While no law
can make us immune from the horrors of
war, it is a significant fact that in World
War II we did not engage in conflict with
a single reciprocal trade agreement
country.

Department of Commerce figures show
that United States exports to trade
agreement countries for the 2 years
1934-35, as compared with the 2 years
1938-39, increased 63 percent with trade
agreement countries as against an in-
crease of only 32 percent with non-
agreement countries. Imports into the
United States increased but 12% percent
from nonagreement countries in compar-
ison with an increase of 27 percent from
agreement countries,
for 1948 amounted to nearly $17,000,-
000,000 while imports totaled slightly
more than $10,000,000,000. The balance
in our favor in our foreign trade at pres-
ent is being made up largely by grants
and loans to foreign governments, but
every sound thinker knows this cannot
continue without national bankruptcy.
Consequently, if we are to sell abroad the
surpluses of our farms, mines, and fac-
tories we must take in payment goods
from other countries in such quantities
and on such terms as will not seriously
affect or injure our domestic producers.

PROCEDURES FRIOR TO 1948 COMPARED WITH

PRESENT LAW

Under the Trade Agreements Act, prior
to the 1948 amendments, the following
procedures were in effect:

The Interdepartmental Trade Agree-
ments Committee, just as under existing
law, served as the agency through which
the President obtained advice and in-
formation before negotiating a trade
agreement. The broadest interests of
American agriculture, industry, and
labor, and of national security were rep-
resented on the Trade Agreements Com-
mittee by a member of the Tariff Com-
mission and by persons designated by
the Secretaries of State, Treasury, War,
Navy, Agriculture, Commerce, and Labor.
The information and advice submitted
to the Trade Agreements Committee
were from three principal sources:

(a) Interested persons, including, of
course, domestic producers, might either
submit statements or briefs or appear
in person at public hearings. I have
heard of no complaint in the hearings
that interested parties have been denied
courteous and impartial treatment.

(b) The Tariff Commission made a
study of the imports and the effect of
possible concessions.

(¢) The Department of Commerce
11ade a similar study with respect to
each export item considered for inclu-
sion in a trade agreement. The Trade
Agreements Commiftee then made its

Our total exports.
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recommendations to the President, who
made the final decision respecting the
items included for negotiation and the
extent of concessions to be offered. If
any member of the Trade Agreements
Committee dissented, the President was
provided with a full report giving the
reasons for the dissent.

The foregoing procedure provided an
adequate opportunity for all interested
parties to be heard before a trade agree-
ment was negotiated. The interest of
specific producers was balanced against
and considered along with the over-all
interest, first of the general public, then
of industry, labor, agriculture, and our
military, financial, and foreign policies.

The ahove procedures were found to
operate effectively and efficiently in en-
abling the United States to take the
initiative toward reduction and elimina-
tion of barriers to world trade. Since
1942, moreover, domestic industry has
had the protection of both the careful
preparation before actual negotiation of
a trade agreement and also of the inser-
tion of an “escape clauise” in each agree-
ment. Under this escape clause, con-
cessions made with respect to any article
may be modified or withdrawn if, as a
result of unforeseen developments and
of a concession in the trade agreement,
any article on which a concession has
been granted is being imported in such
increased quantities and under such con-
ditions as to cause or threaten serious
injury to any domestic industry.

I am advised by the Acting Chairman
of the Tariff Commission that, as of
January 31, 1949, only three applications
had been filed under an escape clause.
Two of the applications—one on marrons
and one on whisky—have been dis-
missed, while the third, on spring clothes-
pins, is still pending,

Apparently domestic industries have
not considered themselves seriously in-
jured or threatened with serious injury,
else they would have invoked the escape
clause procedures more frequently.

Despite the great benefits to our na-
tional economy and the maintenance of
our leadership in international trade,
and the safeguards to domestic pro-
ducers, a hostile majority in the Eightieth
Congress skillfully and deliberately set
about hamstringing that program that
they did not dare attempt abolish.

Despite overwhelming public senti-
ment to the contrary, the House passed a
hill so bad that Secretary of State Mar-
shall advised me in a letter that “our
national interests would be better served
to permit the Trade Agreements Act to
expire than for H. R. 6556 to be enacted.”

Despite modification in the other body
of the deadly restrictions voted by the
House, the Trade Agreements Extension
Act of 1948, as finally enacted, and re-
luctantly approved by the President,
imposed the following hampering limita-
tions upon the tried and tested proce-
dures previously in effect:

First. The Tariff Commission could no
longer be represented on the Interdepart-
mental Trade Agreements Committee to
advise and consult with the President in
preparing for trade-agreement negotia-
tions.

Second. The President was prohibited
from negotiating any trade agreement
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until he had received a report from the
Tariff Commission fixing a peril point,
or minimum tariff level, on each article
to be considered for possible modification
of duties, or until 120 days had elapsed.

Third. On the firing line of actual ne-
gotiation with experts of foreign coun-
tries, the President was denied the par-
ticipation and assistance of some of the
best qualified personnel in our own Gov-
ernment—the members of the Tariff
Commission and their staff,

Fourth. Tf in the over-all national in-
terest, the President negotiated a reduc-
tion in tariff rates below the minimum
recommended by the Tariff Commission—
whose only concern under existing law
is the interest of the specific domestic
industry—then he must be subjected to
the spectacle of a public justification of
his actions to the Congress.

The bill under consideration would re-
move the restrictions of the 1948 act and
would clear the path for the negotiations
with 13 countries scheduled to begin in .
April, and would eliminate the doubt cre-
ated by the Eightieth Congress whether
the United States has definitely and per-
manently turned away from economic
and political isolationism.

ENACTMENT OF H. R. 1211 ESSENTIAL TO OUR

FOREIGN POLICY AND NATIONAL SECURITY

Every interested representative of the
executive branch of the Government—
the President, the Secretary of State,
Secretary of Defense, Secretary of the
Treasury, Secretary of Agriculture, Sec-
retary of Commerce, Secretary of Labor
and Economic Cooperation Administra-
tor—have advised that the revival and
extension of the reciprocal trade pro-
gram for another period of 3 years from
June 12, 1948, without the crippling
amendments contained in the present
law, is essential to the success of our for-
eign economic policy.

Assistant Secretary of State Thorp
testified:

The trade agreements program is an in-
tegral part of our over-all program for the
world economic recovery.

* * * YViewed in that perspective, it Is
perfectly clear to me that the trade agree-
ments program must continue in the form
which will render it most effective; namely,
the form introduced in H. R. 1211, the form
which has stood the test of experience for
14 years,

Secretary of the Treasury Snyder
wrote on January 24, 1949:

Far-reaching developments in world eco-
nomie relationships require that we plan
for a changed basis for international eco-
nomic stability, if our friendly partners in
the world community are generally to achieve
economic self-sufficiency. The careful and
selective study and progressive elimination
of trade barriers must go hand in hand with
the programs of financial assistance we are
administering. For this reason, I consider
the reciprocal trade agreements program to
play a vital role in supporting our foreign
financial policies.

Secretary of Agriculture Brannan re-
ported the direct interest of the Ameri-
can farmer as follows:

The farmers of this country normally pro-
duce many commodities in greater quantities
than are required for use in the United
States. Any acceptable United States farm
program, therefore, must be associated with
a program for keeping open the channels of
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International trade in a manner that will
permit United States agricultural products
to compete abroad. The American farmer
must not have his products excluded from
foreign markets by excessive tariffs and other
barriers or discriminated against through
preferences and other speclal deals between
foreign governments.

Secretary of Commerce Sawyer ob-
served in a letter dated January 25, 1949,
with regard to American producers and
consumers that—

The tariff adjustments which have resulted
have benefited our consumers at a time when
supplies were short. The concessions re-
ceived from other countries have also been
of significance to some of our exporters.

Sacretary of Labor Tobin wrote on
January 28, 1949:

I need not dwell at length on the interest
of American workers and their families in the
continuation of the trade-agreements pro-
gram. High levels of world trade mean high
standards of living at home, making available
to labor those materials and products that
. can be produced most efficiently abroad, and
making available to workers abroad, both for
consumption and for economic development,
what we produce in the United States.

Economic Cooperation Administrator
Hoffman warned:

ECA's interest in reciprocal trade agree-
ments legislation stems from the basic ob-
Jjectives for the Foreign Assistance Act of 1948
which are to furnish materials and financial
assistance to the participating countries in
such a manner as to aid them, through their
own individual and concerted efforts, to be-
come independent of extraordinary outside
economic assistance within the period of
operations under this title * * *,

An increase In the world volume of trade
is not only desirable but vitally necessary if
the other countries are to recover their ability
to pay their own way.

Opposition witnesses and members of
the minority have recklessly asserted
that the reciprocal trade program has
jeopardized our national security by
threatening, or injuring, domestic indus-
tries essential to the defense of our
country.

It is argued, at page 6 of the minority
report, that the peril-point report of the
Tariff Commission should be continued
so that the findings of the Commission
as to the point below which tariff reduc-
tion might endanger our vital industries
will be known to the President.

Of course, there is nothing whatever in
the 1948 act that requires the Tariff
Commission to consider anything more
than the private interests of domestic
producers. There is not a single word
in the Trade Agreements Extension Act
of 1948 that requires the Tariff Commis-
sion to consider the national defense in
fixing its peril point., If this factor is so
important why was it not written intd
the 1948 act?

In a deliberate effort to becloud the
issue by attributing to the trade-agree-
ments program perennial financial em-~
barrassment of one manufacturer of jew-
eled watches, the minority report re-
prints a letter addressed to the gentle-
man from Iowa [Mr. MARTIN] by Lt. Gen.
LeR. Lutes, Director of the Staff of the
Munitions Board.

This letter states, in brief, that the
maintenance of at least a minimum level
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of operation by the American jewel=
watch industry is vital to the defense of
the United States.

In order to clarify the record finally
and permanently, insofar as the watch
industry is concerned, I wrote Secretary
of Defense Forrestal, the member of the
President’s Cabinet whose uppermost
consideration at all times is the main-
tenance of our national security, as
follows:

MY DEAR MR. SECRETARY : In the recent hear-
ings before the Committee on Ways and
Means on the extension of the Trade Agree-
ments £Lct there has been some conflicting
testimony whether the reciprocal trade au-
thority has been administered in such a way
as to impair the important role of the do-
mestic watch industry in our program of
national defense.

Will you please give me your opinion on
this question? Inasmuch as the bill H. R.
1211, to extend the authority of the Presi-
dent under section 350 of the Tariff Act of
1830, as amended, and for other purposes, is
scheduled for debate in the House early next
week, your expeditious consideration of this
inquiry will be appreciated.

On February 4, 1949, Secretary For-
restal replied as follows:

Dear MR, CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to
your letter of February 3, 1949, requesting
my views on the question of whether the re-
ciprocal trade authority has been adminis-
tered in such a way as to impair the impor-
tant role of the domestic watch industry in
our program of national defense.

The domestic jewel watch industry has
fulfilled its role in our program of national
defense, and I am not aware that its capabil-
ities have been adversely affected by the re-
ciprocal trade authority.

It is true, as General Lutes pointed out
in his letter of February 1, 1949, to Repre-
sentative THomAs E. MARTIN, a copy of which
I sent you the other day, that the mainte-
nance of at least a minimum level of opera-
tion by the American jewel-watch industry
is vital to the defense of the United States
and should be preserved. I belleve, however,
that the trade agreements program is so
designed as to permit adequate protection
in this regard. For example: The program
offers an excellent means of protecting those
industries considered vital to the national
security by the retention of tariffs. 'The
National Military Establishment member on
the inter-departmental committee which ad-
ministers the law has frequently made rep-
resentations of this nature in the interest of
national defense.

As I stated to you in my letter of January
28, 1049, the National Military Establishment
belleves that the Trade Agreements Act
should be renewed. It is considered that

such a step is in the interest of national se- -

curity both in the immediate and in the
long-term sense.

Now, perhaps the opponents of the
reciprocal trade program will stop using
the cry of national defense bshind which
to cloak their hereditary high-tariff pro-
tectionism.

OVERWHELMING SUFPOET OF H. R. 1211 BY REP-
RESENTATIVES OF AMERICAN AGRICULTURE,
CONSUMERS, INDUSTREY, AND LABOR
The overwhelming desire of the vast

majority of the American people in pri-

vate life is also to restore unimpaired the
original Hull reciprocal trade program,

The people understand and concur in

such statements made to the Committee

on Ways and Means as the following:

FEBRUARY 8

First. Mr. Russell Smith representing
the National Farmers Union:

Our farmers still believe that the sense-
less race of self-sufficiency among nations
which the Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act chiefly
incited was among the principal causes of
World War II, They still believe that a
prosperous world cannot be achleved with-
out free exchange of commodities. They
still believe that dilution of the Trade Agree~
ments Act will be construed by the world at
large as proof that American deeds do not
accord with American professions.

Second. The American Farm Bu-
reau Federation, with a membership of
1,325,000 farm families in 45 States
strongly favors the Reciprocal Trade
Agreements Act without crippling
amendments, as testified before our
committee by Mr. Allan B. Kline, presi-
dent. Among other things Mr. Kline
said:

No group in the United States has a
greater stake in maintaining a high level of
exports than American farmers. The Amer-
ican farmer needs foreign markets. In 1948
the production of agricultural products was
88 percent above the prewar level. In the
case of some products the increase in pro=-
duction was much greater.

* * * That is why they are so vitally
interested In the success of the reciprocal
trade agreements program, which seeks to
remove the barriers to trade so that trade
can expand.

We, therefore, support the continuation
of the Trade Agreements Act for another 3-
year period and the elimination of the re-
strictions enacted in the 1948 Extension Act
which tend to hamper the successful opera~
tion of this program,

Third. Mrs. C. D. Wright, chairman,
legislative department, General Federa-
tion of Women’s Clubs:

The general federation strongly endorses
the legislation now under consideration by
the House Ways and Means Committee pro-
viding for a restoratlon of the 1934 act and
a return to the 3-year cycle which has op-
erated with such success in the past.

Fourth. Mrs. Margaret F. Stone, chair-
man of legislation, National Women's
Trade Union League, who also appeared
before the Committee on Ways and
Means for the American Home Eco-
nomics Association and the National
Council of Jewish Women:

The women of this country, in large num-
bers, are for the trade-agreements program
and want to see it made permanent, with-
out shackles. They are for it as housewives
interested in the family budget and making
the dollar go as far as possible. They are for
it as workers, whether in industry, in offices,
or in other occupations. They are for it,
above all, as humanitarians who want to see
every pillar in the foundation of world peace
made as strong as possible.

Fifth. Mr, Charles P, Taft, speaking
for the Federal Council of the Churches
of Christ in America:

On March 25, 1947, the executive commit-
tee of the Federal Council of Churches of
Christ in America, on recommendation of
the commission on the basis of a just and
durable peace, reafirmed its endorsement of
the reciprocal-trade-agreements program and
deplored any course by Members of the
Congress which might cast any doubt upon
the continued adherence of the United States
to the fundamentals of this program,
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The development of the European recov-
ery program lends added importance to the
increase of multilateral exchange of goods
and services. As the Federal Council of
Churches executive committee sald in this
connection on January 13, 1948:

“If the United States is to fulfill its long-
term responsibility in the world economy it
must help enable other countries to manu-
facture and sell their own goods and serv-
ices in order to buy what they need.

“Therefore, the European recovery program
should be linked with long-range planning to
increace American imports so that European
econcmic life as well as our own may be
maintained at a high level.”

Sixth. Mr. Walter J. Mason, national
legislative representative, American Fed-
eration of Labor:

The chief instrument by which this Na-
tion can contribute toward a progressive re-
duction in world trade barriers is the re-
ciprocal-trade-agreements program. * * *
Because of our stake, as workers in a free
soclety, In developing a peaceful and pros-
perous-world, we firmly support a 3-year ex-
tension of this program,

Seventh. Mr. Stanley H. Ruttenberg,
director of education and research, Con-
gress of Industrial Organizations:

It has been alleged that the trade-agree-
ments program, by reducing American tariffs,
will reduce American wage levels to the wage
levels of foreign countries. *

High productivity, rather than th.e Ameri-
can tariff, accounts for the American' wage
level. . If our labor produetivity were low, we
would not have high wages even if our tariffs
were raised a thousand times. . Many foreign
countries have much higher tariffs than the
United States, yet thelr wage levels are lower
than curs. The plain truth is that foreign
countries worry about their ability to com-
pete with us.

= - L * -

The Reclprocal Trade Agreements Act is
an important cog in our complex domestic
economy. But the importance of the act
does not stop there. Reciprocal trade agree-
ments play an equally important part in
enabling s to ecarry out cur tremendous
world responsibilities and commitments un-
der the Economic Cooperation Act of 1948 to
reduce trade barriers.

CONCLUBION

It is my considered judement that
international trade conducted on an
equitable, live-and-let-live, just-and-
fair, Golden Rule basis will do much to
promote prosperity and international
good will among the nations of the world.
In my opinion, peace, freedom, and world
trade go hand in hand.

I do not question the motives nor the
sincerity of those who differ with me on
this very important legislation. What I
do question is the logic of their reason-
ing and the soundness of their con-
clusions,

I will make my position plain on the
subject of the tariff. I am not a free-
trader in the generally accepted mean-
ing of the term and would oppose any
lowering of the tariff that would inflict
sericus injury upon any legitimate, effi-
ciently managed domestic industries.
On the other hand, I am not an apostle
of a high, panic-producing, moenopoly-
sheltering, trade-throttling, enemy-
meaking tariff. Truth never abides in
extremes—a safe, middle-of-the-road
course, free of extremes, is the highway
we should travel in tariffs, as well as in
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all public matters. This bill keeps us
well within that course, and I trust and
expect the House will give it an over-
whelming approval.

Tue WHiTE HoUSE,

Washington, January 8, x949.
Hon. RoserT L. DOUGHTON,
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means,
House of Representatives,

Washington, D. C.

My Dear MR, CHAIRMAN: In my message on
the state of the Union I asked the Congress
to act promptly to extend the Trade Agree-
ments Act without the hampering restric-
tions placed on it by the last Congress.

As you know, negotiations will begin in
April to extend the benefits of the general
agreement on tariffs and trade to 13 coun-
tries that did not participate in the original
agreement. This general agreement, con-
cluded in the autumn of 1947, is the most im-
portant and comprehensive trade agreement
in history. Under it the United States and
22 other nations agreed to reduce their
tariffs, or to maintain low tariffs, or none at
all, on a wide variety of products. The
products affected accounted in 1938 for over
half of the world’'s international trade. In
addition, the participating countries agreed
to curb the use of other trade restrictions,
such as import quotas, and to limit various
kinds of discrimination, such as preferential
treatment of imports from one country as
against those from another. Never. before
have so many nations combined in such an
intensive effort to reduce harriers to trade.

The extension of the benefits of this agrees-
ment under the authority of the Trade
Agreements Act is a practical cooperative
effort to remove unnecessary obstacles to the
building of a stable and prosperous world.
The restrictive provisions and limited ex-
tension of the present trade-agreements law
materially hamper the effectiveness of United
States participation in this effort. That is
why it is so important that the existing
Trade Agreements Act be promptly repealed,
and that the act as it existed on March 1,
1948, be extended for a further substantial
period. I suggest that this pericd be until
June 12, 1951,

Unless nations can sell each other the prod-
ucts of their agriculture, labor, and industry
to the greatest possible extent, there can be
no sure foundation for economic peace. Un-
less world trade is increased, the tremendous
investment we are making toward world eco~
nomic recovery will be largely wasted. Un-
less trade restrictlons are relaxed, the lot of
the private trader in international trade will
become increasingly difficult.

In the achievement of these objectives,
United States leadership and United States
action is a decisive Influence.

The trade-agreements program has proved
itself to the people of the United States. It
has Justly earned their overwhelming sup-
port. We must be in a position to press that
program forward with vigor.

I know that I can count on your continued
support in securing necessary action to this
end at the earliest possible date.

Sincerely yours,
HARRY 5, TRUMAN.

STATEMENT BY THE PEESIDENT |

1 have today signed H. R. 6556, the Trade
Agreements Extension Act of 1948. Unfor-
tunately, this act extends for only 1 year the
authority to enter into reciprocal trade agree-
ments, If also makes unwise changes in the
procedure for negotiating such agreements.

I regret very much that the Congress has
not seen fit to renew this authority for the
customary 3-year period. There is no valid
reason for a 1-year limitation, which appears
to east some doubt upon our intentions for
the future.
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Moreover, the act prescribes a new, compli-
cated, time-consuming, and unnecessary pro-
cedure for the negotiation of reclprocal trade
agreements, This change in procedure will
necessarily hamper and obstruct the negotia-
tion of new agreements, a defect which Is
particularly undesirable in view of the act's
limitation to a single year.

The reclprocal-trade-agreements program
has long occupled a key position in our
foreign policy and in our endeavors to assist
world recovery. As I pointed out in a special
message to the Congress last March, the pro-
gram is a tested and practical means for
achieving the benefits of expanding world
commerce for the United States and other
countries and a continuing evidence of the
determination of the United States to con-
tribute its full share to the reconstruction
of a sound and growing world economy as a
basis for enduring world peace.

As part of the European recovery program,
the participating countries have agreed to
work together to lower barriers to trade.
The United States can surely do no less than
show its determination to support the same
principle, which is so important to an ex-
Ppansion of world markets and world trade.

It is so essential that the reciprocal-trade-
agreements program should not lapse that I
have signed this act in spite of its serfous
defects.

I will do my best to make the new pro-
cedures work. As a first step, I intend to
proceed in the near future with plans for
bringing other countries into the general
agreement on tariffs and trade signed with 22
countries at Geneva in October 1947,

The reciprccal-trade-agreements program
is ane of high national policy. When the act
is again extended next year, I trust that the
defects contained in this year's extension
will be corrected, in order that the act will
be restored as a fully effective instrument of
permanent United States policy.

JUNE 26, 1943,

THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, January 24, 1949.
Hon. RoserT L. DOUGHTON,
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means,
House of Representatives,

My D=ar Mg, CHAIRMAN: On March 1, 1948,
the President addressed a message to the
Congress recommending that the Reclprocal
Trade Agreements Act, then due to expire
on June 12, 1848, be extended for a period
of 3 years from that date without change.
Despite this recommendation, the Eightieth
Congress enacted the Trade Agreements Ex-
tension Act of 1948, extending the authority
for entering into reciprocal trade agreements
only for a peried of slightly more than 1 year,
and prescribing new procedures which in fact
constituted obstacles to the negotiation of
such agreements. The Interested agencies
of the executive branch of the Government
advised strongly against these changes. The
President reluctantly approved the bill, since
the only alternanve was to permit the pro-
gram to lapse.

On June 2, 1848, while the Senate had
under consideration H. R. G556, Elghtieth
Congress, which later became, with amend-
ments, the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Ex-
tension Act of 1948, I set forth the views of
the Treasury Department on the bill in a
letter to the then chairman of the Commit-
tes on Finance of the Sznate. At that time
I wrote:

*“The bill purports to extend the reciprocal-
trade-agreements authority in the Executive
for an additional period of approximately
1 year; but, In the judgment of this Depart-
ment, its provisions are such as to disrupt
the present smoothly operating interde-
partmental machinery -and to render the
reciprocal-trade-agreements program une-
workable.”



988

A detalled report on the difficulties en-
countered in administering the program in
accordance with the procedural requirements
set forth in the 1948 act is being put be-
fore you by the Department of State. The
Treasury Department, which shares responsi-
bility for the administration of the program,
has been furnished with an advance copy of
the statement which is to be placed before
your committee today by the State Depart-
ment, and is in full agreement with it.

However, there is one aspect of the ques-
tion which I particularly wish to bring to the
attention of your committee. Under the pro-
visions of the Bretton Woods Agreements
Act, I serve as Chairman of the National Ad-
visory Council on International Monetary
and Pinancial Problems, the interdepart-
mental body which has responsibility for
coordinating the policies and operations of
this Government in the foreign financial,
exchange, and monetary field. Currently,
the Council is giving its primary attention
to a series of far-reaching programs involv-
ing financial assistance for other countries of
the world. In carrying out these functions,
the Council has constantly borne in mind
the policies enunciated by the Congress in
this connection, calling for the progressive
reduction of trade barriers, the elimination
of unfair trade practices, the expansion and
balanced growth of international trade, and
the establisbment of stable international
economic relationships (Bretton Woods
Agreements Act, sec. 14; Economic Coopera-
tion Act of 1948, sec. 102 (a)).

The achievement of these aims and the
restoration of a healthy international econo-
my cannot be accomplished merely by look-
ing backward toward a restoration of pre-
war conditions. Far-reaching developments
in world economic relationships require that
we plan for a changed basis for international
economic stability, if our friendly partners in
the world community are generally to achieve
economic self-sufficiency. The careful and
selective study end progressive elimination
of trade barriers must go hand in hand with
the programs of financial assistance we are
administering. For this reason, I consider
the reciprocal-trade-agreements program to
play a vital role in supporting our foreign
financial policies.

The President, on January 8, 1949, repeated
the recommendation he made on March 1,
1948, that the reciprocal-trade-agreements
program should be extended for 8 years from
June 12, 1848, without the limitations on the
Presidential authority contained in the 1948
legisletion. ' A bill has now been introduced
(H. R. 1211) to accomplish this purpose. I
strongly urge that your committee give favor-
able consideration to that bill.

This Department has been advised by the
Bureau of the Budget that there is no ob-
jection to the submission of this report to
your committee.

Very truly yours,
Joan W. SNYDER,
Secretary of the Treasury.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington 25, D. C., January 24, 1949,
Hon. Roeert L. DOUGHTOY,
Chairman, Committee on Ways and
Means, House of Representatives.
Dear Mg, DovcHTON: I am writing in con-
nection with the hearings being held by your
committee on H. R. 1211, a bill to extend the
authority of the President (to negotiate for-
elgn-trade agreements) under section 350 of
the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended. This
Department favors the passage of H. R. 1211,
+On May 6, 1948, I appeared before the
Committee on Ways and Means to advocate
the extension of authoiity provided in the
bill under reference. The Trade Agreements
Act granting that authority had been in
effect without significant alteration for 14
years. I stated the basic interest of agricul-
ture in the reciprocal-trade-agreements pro-
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gram. That program is the necessary foreign
counterpart of a long-term domestic agricul-
tural am.

The farmers of this country normally pro=-
duce many commodities in greater quanti-
ties than are required for use in the United
States. Any acceptable United States farm
program, therefore, must be associated with
& program for keeping open the channels of
international trade in a manner that will
permit United States agricultural products
to compete abroad. The American farmer
must not have his products excluded from
foreign markets by excessive tariffs and oth-
er barriers or discriminated against through
preferences and other special deals between
foreign governments.

Agriculture is interested in the trade-
agreements program not only in connection
with agricultural exports but also in con-
nection with industrial exports. Agricul-
ture needs a wide and dependable market in
the United States for American farm prod-
ucts. Sales abroad of products of the Amer-
ican factory result in greater employment
and consequently greater domestic demand
for products of the American farm. This is
particularly true of products which are con-
sumed increasingly as incomes rise, such as
dalry and poultry products, meats, fruits,
nuts, and vegetables. But a high level of
American industrial exports can be main-
tained only in a climate of world prosper-
ity, a climate which can prevail only when
there is extensive interchange of goods and
services between countries, The trade-
agreements program Is designed to facilitate
such an interchange.

In order that foreign countries may pay
for our farm and factory products, they
must obtaln dollars, For the time being,
of course, conditions resulting from the war
have made it necessary to supply many of
our exports as gifts or on credit. However,
this cannot be continued indefinitely. The
most important continuing source of dollars
for our foreign customers is their sale of
goods to us; that is, our imports. Under
the reciprocal-trade-agreements program, we
have developed a mechanism whereby we can
reduce the barriers against imports into the
United States in such a way as to Increase
those imports without causing injury to es-
tablished United States industry.

The imports thus obtained tend to raise
our living standards. The large block of
our population represented by farm people
is an important group of consumers. They
know that the benefits of trade do not lie
merely in getting rid of a maximum amount
of goods. They want to get as much as pos-
sible in return. The trade-agreements pro-
gram is designed to facilitate that.

As a long-term program, the trade-agree-
ments program can be of aid in the immedi-
ate problem of European recovery. Under
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1948, the Unit-
ed States has launched on a program of di-
rect aid so that the other participating coun-
tries may carry their recovery to the point
where they are enabled to join us as part-
ners in a going international economy. The
reduction of trade barriers now can help as-
sure progress toward such an economy.

Desplite the difficult circumstances of In-
ternational relations which prevailed be-
tween the original adoption of the Trade
Agreements Act in 1934 and the beginning
of the war, experience under the program in
that period showed a consistent advantage
to the American farmer. Our farm exports
to countries with which we had trade agree-
ments Increased more than exports to other
countries. Mcreover, the exports of items
on which tariff reductions had been obtained
increased more than exports of other prod-
ucts. There was also an increase in im-
ports. The agricultural commodities in-
volved in the increase in Imports were those
needed elther because they are not produced
in the United States or are not produced
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here in sufficient quantity for United States
needs. The importation of items directly in
competition with American agricultural
products increased relatively little.

On the basis of experience under the pro-
gram, there has been worked out a method
of dealing with cases of unforeseen injury or
threat of injury to domestic industry. This
Is the escape clause, which cnables us in
any case where producers sustain or are
threatened with Injury due to operation of
the agreement to suspend or withdraw the
concession made. This clause will be in-
cluded in all reciprocal trade agreements to
which the United States become a party.

The previous Congress changed the Re-
ciprocal Trade Agreements Act in a way that
makes it more difficult to operate. These
changes do not improve the procedures un-
der the act either from the point of view of
accomplishing its objectives or of preventing
injury to United States producers. I should
like to support H. R. 1211, which would re-
store the legislation substantially to its previ-
ous form.

Bincerely yours,
Cuarres F. BRANNAN,
Secretary.
THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE,
Washington, January 25, 1949.
Hon. Roeerr L. DOUGHTON,

Chairman, Committee on Ways and
Means, House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. DoucHTON: I understand that
your committee has begun public hearings
on H. R. 1211, the reciprocal-trade-agree-
ments legislation. Although I do not eare to
appear before the committee to speak on the
bill, I do wish to have the views of the De-
partment of Commerce included in the record
of the hearings.

The history of this legislation is well
known to your committee and the policies it
represents need not be elaborated. There is
no doubt but what the disturbed conditions
of world trade arising from World War II
and the conditions which have existed since
then have not been peculiarly favorable to-
ward securing the fullest benefits from these
policies. However, it does seem clear that
the tariff adjustments which have resulted
have benefited our consumers at a time when
supplies were short. The concessions received
from other countries have also been of sig-
nificance to some of our exporters.

I should like to urge that the authority to
conclude trade agreements under this legis-
lation be extended for at least 3 years from
June 30, 1948. I also endorse the proposal
that this extension be in substantially the
same form as the act prior to the 1-year re-
newal last spring. The former act was tested
in practice and enabled the administration
to carry out effectively the intent of the Con-
gress.

Bincerely yours,
CHARLES SAWYER,
Secretary of Commerce.

—

THE SeCRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, January 28, 1949,
Hon. Ropert L. DOUGHTON,
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means,
House of Representatives,

My Dear Mg. CHAIRMAN: I would like to
offer a statement of the position of the Na-
tlonal Military Establishment in connection
with the hearings which your committee is
presently conducting on the extension of the
Trade Agreements Act.

The Military Establishment considers that
the Trade Agreements Act should be renewed,
It is considered that such a step is in ths
interest of national security both In the im-
mediate and in the long-term sense.

The stated position is the position of the
Munitions Board. For greater detail, I at-
tach a staffl analysis by the staff of the Muni-
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tions Board, prepared at my request, which

considers the various interests of the Mili-

tary Establishment in the extension of this
legislation.

Sincerely yours,

© James FoORRESTAL.

STATEMENT PARFPARED BY THE STAFF OF THE
MuniTioNs BoARD

NATIONAL SECURITY AND THE TRADE AGREEMENTS
ACT

The extension of the Trade Agreements
Act in 1945 provided that the War and Navy
Departments should be represented on the
Trade Agreements Committee. The exten-
sion in 1948 substituted representation by
the National Military Establishment. Ex-
perience since 1945 has proved that this
representation has proved valuable by provid-
ing a direct expression of cpinion on national
security in trade-agreement mnegotiations.
It has also emphasized the importance of
the trade-agreement program to national
securlty.

1. The trade-agreements program helps the
United States meet its problems in strategic
commodities: The National Military Estab-
lishment has an obvious and well-recognized
interest in strategic commodities. Some of
these commodities are produced in adequate
quantities in the United States but for others
we are dependent in whole or in part upon
supplies from foreign countries. For those
which are produced in the United States it is
sometimes necessary to balance the desire for
a large-scale current production to maintain
a strong domestic industry with the con-
flicting desire for adequate emergency re-
serves. World War II seriously diminished
our reserves at the same time that it made
clear that the demands of war upon strategic
commodities have greatly increased and that
the problems of overseas transportation may
be serious. As a result the Congress provided
for stock piling and later that the expendi-
tures for Economic Cooperation Administra-
tlon be used in part to ald the stock piles.

Negotiations under the Trade Agreements
Act can and have been used to reduce United
States tariffs on strategic commodities where
it was desirable to increase supplies from
forelgn sources and in a few cases to reduce
or eliminate the export duties or restrictions
of other supplying countries. It is desirable
that the authority to take similar action in
the future be preserved.

2. The trade-agreement program helps
keep our natlonal economy strong: The
United States is fortunate enough to possess
a large domestic market which allows many
commodities to be produced efficiently on a
large scale. These strong domestic indus-
tries frequently produce commodities which
other countries like to buy if they have the
dollar exchange to do it, since they can pur-
chase them from us more economically than
they can produce on a small scale for their
own more limited market. Often they can
in turn sell us other commodities which
they can produce efficiently because they
possess the natural resources or the type of
labor required. Even at present, and to a
greater extent when the emergency programs
of assistance come to an end, our ability to
export will be limited by the ability of others
to sell to us.

Our national security planning is largely
based on our industrial capacity. Its size
and its ability to be mobilized qulckly and
effectively for the production of supplies and
equipment needed by the armed forces form
one of our greatest bulwarks. Our machine-
tool industry, our automobile industry, and
our radio industry are all cases in point.
They are also examples of industries which
are in part dependent upon exports and
which have benefited from the trade-agree-
ments program in the past.

The trade-agreements program is so de-
signed as to permit flexibility in operation.
It can be used to encourage exports and im-
ports and can also be used to limit the
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amount of goods recelved from foreign coun-
tries. For example, the program offers an
excellent means of protecting those indus-
tries considered vital to the national se-
curity by the retention of tariffs, The Na-
tional Military Establishment member on
the interdepartmental committee which ad-
ministers the law has frequently made rep-
resentations of this nature in the interest
of national defense. Natural rubber has
long entered the United States free of duty,
but in' trade agreements this country has
retained the right to restrict imports of nat-
ural-rubber products in order to protect
synthetic-rubber production. Through the
eflorts of the Military Establishment provi-
sions of this nature with respect to rubber
have been included in the ITO charter as
well as the general agreement on tariffs
and trade.

3. The trade-agreement program is an aid
to friendly countries: The United States is
today a strong proponent of multilateral
world trade on a nondiseriminatory basis.
Many countries which formerly favored such
a policy are lukewarm toward it at present
because of their postwar difficulties in trade
and exchange. Our trade-agreement pro-
gram buttresses our policy position, strength-
ens the economies of countries friendly to
us and offers them an avenue of escape from
the maze of international discriminations
into which the world economy might so easil
deteriorate. ;

The United States, by implementing the
Marshall plan, khas proved itself willing at
considerable cost to aid the economies of
friendly countries. But this is a temporary
expedient looking toward their getting
firmly upon their own feet again. That
result will depend in no small part upon
their access to cur market, which is aided
by the trade-agreement program. A healthy
world economy is of interest to the United
States for national security as well as for
other reasons.

DEPARTMENT OF LABoR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washingion, January 28, 1949,
Hon. RoperT L. DOUGHTON,
Chairman, Ways and Means Comimittee,
House of Representatives,
Washingion 25, D. C.

DeaR CoNGRESSMAN DovucHTON: As one of
the departments which have been directly
involved in the administration of the Trade
Agreemnents Act, the Department of Labor
would like to place its views before your
committee in connection with consideration
of the act's extension.

I need not dwell at length on the interest
of American workers and their families in
the continuation of the trade-agreements
program. High levels of world trade mean
high standards of living at home, making
available to labor those materials and prod-
ucts that can be produced most efficiently
abroad, and making available to workers
abroad, both for consumption and for eco-
nomic development, what we produce in the
United States. If we are to participate in
the development of productivity and living
standards abroad in the manner outlined by
the President in his inaugural message, we
must surely visualize a continually expand-
ing stream of multilateral trade.

In the opinion of the Department of La-
bor, an immediate extension of the Trade
Agreements Act is desirable to facilitate the
negotiations for which the administration
is now preparing, and thereby broaden the
coverage of the general agreement on tariffs
and trade. The present duration of the act
is too brief to assure reasonably adequate
accomplishment within its term.

It is also the Department's opinion that
tha 1948 amendments to the act which es-
tablished the “peril point” mechanism should
be removed, and that the method for the
negotiation of agreements should revert to
the procedure of fully cooperating Interde-
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partmental machinery previously in use un-
der the statute. The Department of Labor
believes that, insofar as tarifis are concerned,
the well-being of workers and their families
in the United States can be adeguately pro-
tected through such machinery,

I should also like to call your attention to
one other respect in which the language of
the act might be improved. It is now pro-
vided that the President shall seek informa-
tlon and advice, in connection with the
negotiation of a trade agreement, from sev-
eral Government agencles specifically named,
and from “such other sources as he may deem
appropriate.” The Department of Labor has
been added by Executive order to the group
of agencles specifically mentioned by name.
Since 1947 the Department of Labor has been
represented on the Interdepartmental Com-
mittee on Trade Agreements, and since 1948
on the Committee for Reciprocity Informa-
tion, The inclusion of the Department of
Labor among the agencies specifically men-
tioned in the statute would make clearer to
the general public the broad base upon which
the trade-agreements program is adminis-
tered.

It has been impossible to effect clearance
of this letter with the Bureau of the Budget
prior to its transmittal to you.

Yours very truly,
Mavrice J. TorIN,
Secretary of Labor.

Economic COOPERATION
ADMINISTRATION,
Washington 25, D. C., January 27, 1949,
The Honorable RoserT L. DOUGHTON,
Chairman, Ways and Means Com-
mittee, New House Building, Wash-
ington, D. C.

Dear Mr. DoucHTON : Enclosed please find a
statement of ECA’s views on the trade-agree-
ments legislation now before Congress.

Bincerely,
PauL G. HorFmaN, Administrator.

ECA’s PosITION IN REGARD TO THE FORTHCOM=-
ING RECIPROCAL-TRADE-AGREEMENTS LEGISLA~
TION
ECA strongly supports the trade-agree-

ments legislation now before Congress. In

line with the over-all objectives of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1948, ECA is especlally
concerned with accelerating the export of
goods from European countries to all foreign

markets, including the United States, as a

means of enabling these countries to balance

thelr international payments and so reduce
the assistance they require from the United

States. We support the legislation now pend-

ing before Congress in that it aids in this

effort,

ECA's Interest in reciprocal-trade-agree-
ments legislation stems from the basic objec-
tives of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1048
which are to furnish materials and financial
assistance to the participating countries “in
such a manner as to ald them, through their
own individual and concerted efforts, to be-
come independent of extraordinary outside
economlic assistance within the perlod of
operations under this title, * * *»

An increase in the world volume of trade
is not only desirable but vitally necessary if
the other countries are to recover their ability
to pay their own way. The reciprocal-trade~
agreements legislation now pending before
Congress is a basic means to the expansion
of world trade, for this legislation will give
the President authority to adjust tariff rates
and enter into tariff agreements (subject to
definite limitations and procedures) for an
extended period of time, thus affording con-
tinuity of actlon.

Six countries now receiving ECA assistance
are already parfies to the general agreement
on tariffs and trade, a comprehensive tariff
agreement entered into by the United States
under the authority of the Trade Agreements
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Act, Four additional countrles which now
recelve ECA assistance will participate In
tariff negotiations this coming April, looking
toward accession to the agreement. The po-
tential for recovery inherent in these nego-
tiations depends upon favorable action by
Congress in establishing the proposed trade-
agreements legislation now pending before
Congress.

[From the Christian Science Monitor of

January 26, 1849]
EDITORIAL
IN THE NATIONAL INTEREST

The Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act
should be restored to normal health as soon
as possible. Indeed, in the interest both of
& sound national economy and of interna-
tional peace the State Department should
be encouraged to engage in even more vig-
orous efforts to reduce trade barriers.

This newspaper has steadily supported the
Hull policy of carefully exploring specific
measures for broadening mutually beneficial
trade. The method of permitting the State
Department to investigate, hear objections
from domestic producers, and negotiate re-
ciprocal agreements has seemed to us vastly
superior to the politics-ridden, logrolling,
tariff-making Congress has too often in-
dulged in. The old system generally resulted
in higher and higher barriers because favors
were granted to one local interest after an-
other as against the welfare of the Nation
as a whole.

One of the greatest advances under the
reciprocal policy was made in 1947 when the
United States signed an agreement with 22
other nations covering tariff rates on 45,000
items. Then last summer Congress reversed
the whole trend. It extended an emascu-
lated act for only 1 year—to awalt further
attention when the Republicans had taken
over both White House and Capltol and had
reconciled their differences. The last three
Republican Presidential candidates had sup-
ported the reciprocity idea—which had good
Republican antecedents. But a majority of
Republicans in Congress had clung to pro-
tectlon.

‘We opposed the bill pase.d by the Eightleth
Congress, It reflected the division and con-
fusion within the Republican Party and could
be regarded only as & mest unsatisfactory ex-
pedient, Its very temporariness made plan-
ning and negotiating most uncertain. And
in the main it expressed the old protectionist
doctrine. It harked back to the idea that
foreign goods should not be allowed to enter
the country if they undersold a domestic
producer—no matter whether they benefited
American consumers or enabled foreign con-
sumers to buy pocds other American pro-
ducers had to export. It appeared to give no
weight to over-all :hational Interest or to
trade’s efiects on international peace.

Congress never had any popular mandate
for this backward step. It would be well now
to return promptly and firmly to the policy
of promoting trade. We welcome President
Truman's request to Congress to renew the
Trade Agreements Act for 3 years. We
trust the House Ways and Means Commlittee
will not be thrown off by the efforts of a few
Republican die-hards to cast suspicion on the
BState Department and to link the Hull policy
with communism. We hope the exfreme na-
ture of its unworthy effort only reflects weak=
ness in the protectionist position.

For the necessity of lowering trade barriers
has become increasingly clear as America’s
new creditor position has become clear. The
interests of farmers and of much of the busi-
ness community are now directly lined up
behind efforts to find foreign markets for
American goods. An intelligent tariff policy
is required to supplement the Marshall plan

in easing the dollar famine abroad. It is

equally essential to undergird with economic

cooperation the political and potential mili-
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tary cooperation outlined in the Atlantic se=
curity pact.
[From the Mobile a(lAla.glgB.esism of January
s |
INpEED PUBLIC SENTIMENT APPROVES HuLL~
Tyre RECIPROCAL-TRADE FOLICY

House Ways and Means Committee hears
ings are scheduled to be resumed Monday on
legislation to free the reciprocal-trade-sgree-
ments program of the shackles placed on it by
the Republican-controlled Eightieth Con-

gress.

Meanwhile Representative Roszrr L.
DoucrToN, North Carolina Democrat, gave
pointed answer at week end to charges by
Representative Danier A, REEp, New York Re-
publican, that the Democratic majority on
the committee has engaged in “steamroller
tactics.”

Mr. DoueHTON is chairman of the commit-
tee, and Mr. Rerp is the top-ranking Repub-
lican member.

According to International News Service,
Chalirman DoverToN said with respect to his
Republican colleague’s eriticiem:

“These baseless attacks appear to be an
attempt to camouflage the historic and con-
sistent Republican hostility to the reciprocal-
trade , Which is now thoroughly
understood and overwhelmingly accepted and
approved by the American people.

“In contrast with the procedure of the
Committee on Ways and Means in the Eight-
ieth Congress, when a subcommittee allotted
1 week for hearings behind closed doors, all
interested persons have been granted the
opportunity to be heard in open waalon with
the public and press present, * *

“There is absolutely no foundation tor the
charge that unfair tactics are belng used in
our committee.”

Congressman DoUscHTON can find confirma-
tion in every direction for his statement that
reciprocal-trade policy has overwhelming ap-
proval of the people. Republicans in the
Eightieth Congress who had a hand in ham-
stringing the trade program cannot justifi-
ably feel proud of their performance.

Urging prompt removal of the handicaps
fashioned by the preceding Congress, the
Christian Science Monitor says:

“The Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act
should be restored to normal health as soon
as possible. Indeed, In the interest both of
sound national economy and of international
peace, the State Department should be en-
couraged to engage in even more vigorous
efforts to reduce trade barriers.

“This newspaper has steadily supported the
Hull policy of carefully exploring specific
measures for broadening mutually beneficlal
trade. The method of permitting the State
Department to investigate, hear objections
from domestic producers, and negotiate re-
ciprocal agreements has seemed to us vastly
superior to the politics-ridden, logrolling
tariff-making Congress has too often in-
dulged in. The old system generally resulted
in higher and higher barriers because favors
were granted to one local interest after an-
other as against the welfare of the Nation as
& whole.

“One of the greatest advances under the
reciprocal policy was made in 1947 when the
United States signed an agreement with 22
other nations covering tariff rates on 45,000
items. Then last summer Congress reversed
the whole trend. It extended an emasculated
act for only 1 year—to await further atten-
tion when the Republicans had taken over
both White House and Capitol and had recon-
clled thelr differences. The last three Re-
publican Presidential candidates had sup-

ported the reciprocity idea—which had good’

Republican antecedents. But a majority of
Republicans in Congress had clung to pro-
tection.

“We opposed the blll passed by the Eighti-
eth Congress. It reflected the divislon and
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confusion within the Republican Party and
could be regarded only as a most unsatisfac-
tory expedient. Its very temporariness made
planning and negotiating most uncertain,
And in the main it expressed the old protec-
tionist doctrine.”

As the Wall Btreet Journal sees it, “What
looks like the preliminaries to an old-
fashioned wrangle over tariff protectionism
are going on in hearings of the House Ways
and Means Committee.”

The Journal goes on to comment:

“This newspaper belleves that tariff pro-
tection, as a principle or a theory, has out-
lived most of its usefulness. We think the
part 1t plays in maintaining high living
standards In this country has been much
exaggerated.

“Industries which have been bullt up in
the shelter of a tarlff wall can be injured, at
least temporarily, when the wall is removed
or lowered. But by and large, neither our
employers nor their employees, fortified as
they are with the world's best power tools
and production methods, should fear the
competition of cheap foreign labor.”

And the Philadelphia Evening Bulletin says
in commenting on reciprocal trade:

“One of the misdeeds of the Eightieth
Congress was to throw doubt on the continu-
ance of our policy of lowering excessive tar-
iffs by reciprocal-trade treaties. The Repub=-
lican Congress did not kill the Trade Agree-
ments Act but it renewed it only for 1 year,
and added complications in procedure which
mske the conclusion of trade treaties with
other countries more difficult.”

The action taken by the Eightieth Congress
was indeed & blundering step in the field of
trade policy. The present Congress can ren=
der a genuine service by correcting the error.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yield to the gen=
tleman from Wisconsin. {

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. To
keep the agricultural picture straight,
did I correctly understand the gentle-
man to say that all farm organizations
are in favor of it?

Mr,. DOUGHTON. I did not say all of
them. I do not know how many there
are, The National Farmers Union, the
American Farm Bureau Federation, and
a number of them, I will say the pre-
ponderance of them, and of their mem-
bers, favor this policy. I do not think
the gentleman will dispute that, and I
know he cannot refute it.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I just
want to keep the discussion factual. The
Grange says we had better keep what we
have until we get something better.

Mr. DOUGHTON. This policy has
been proven by 14 years of successful op-
eration. The gentleman knows that.
Compare the national income of the
United States now with what it was in
1934, The income of agriculture has in-
creased over fivefold under the recipro-
cal-trade policy. Every occupation and
business in the United States has pros-
pered. Manufactures have increased
sevenfold. What more proof does the
gentleman want?

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. The
only proof that is, is that we should be
in a war all the time,

Mr. DOUGHTON. No; thatis the gen-
tleman’s opinion.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin, That
is a fact, too. Iread their testimony, and
the Farm Bureau is for it, but they want
to keep section 22 of the Triple-A Act so
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they can put an embargo on any time
they want to, which your administration
has done time after time for products
raised south of the Mason and Dixon's
line.

Mr. DOUGHTON. What does my
friend want to do, abandon the recipro-
cal-trade program and go back to the
Smoot-Hawley logrolling, back-scratch-
ing program, whereby the beneficiaries
of the high tariff wrote the schedule?

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. The
reciprocal-trade policy as well as the
tariff policy, from the viewpoint of inter-
national relationships, is deader than a
dodo bird, because so many things have
happened since we started out with the
reciprocal-trade program.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Would my friend
abandon it and go back to the old sys-
tem, or would he continue it with such
amendments as might be demonstrated
by experience to be necessary?

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I would
leave the situation the way it is at the
present time. We have a tribunal, the
Tariff Commission, to which you can
go and tell your story. I do not believe
in delegating the power to the President
to give away the rights of the people
and to have control over every grocery
bill in this country and over every farm
income in this country.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Neither do I, but
under this Tariff Act the farmers are
given an opportunity to present their
case. And if they are injured, or even
threatened with injury, then under the
escape clause they can have the matter
reconsidered and have the agreement
modified, or have the whole thing re-
scinded. The gentleman knows that.
Every single safeguard under Heaven
was provided in this bill. Those who
believe in the old law are, like Ephraim
of old, “joined to their idols.” They can-
not be convinced. You just cannot ever
convince them that their idea of the
old logrolling tariff is not sound policy.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. What
the gentleman says may be so.

Mr. DOUGHTON. I have not yet
found where my friend stands.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I told
you where I stood. I stand for leaving
it alone the way it is at the present time.

Mr. DOUGHTON., You mean the way
it was changed by the 1948 act, or the
original act?

Mr, MURRAY of Wisconsin, I mean
the way it is right now in the 1948 act.
You had better leave it alone,

Mr. DOUGHTON. That expires in
June.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin, All
right, then you had better extend that
act the way it stands now. :

You say the farmers know what is
happening down here. How many
farmers know right now that they re-
cenily held hearings to lower the duty
on foreign types of cheese? How many
farm organizations were represented at
the hearings?

Mr. DOUGHTON. Everyone had an
opportunity to be heard. If they were
not heard it is their own fault. The
public were invited to attend these hear-
ings and an open invitation was ex-
tended by publication in the press and
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elsewhere so that everybody could be
heard.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin, Suppose
they do not read the Washington papers.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Why were you not
at the hearings? You did not come.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I was
there.

Mr. DOUGHTON. I beg the gentle=-
man’s pardon. You mean you attended
the hearings of the Committee for Reci-
procity Information—not the hearings
of our committee.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Surely
I went there, and testified about lower-
ing the duty on cheese. I surely did.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Oh, you talk about
cheese. You talk about this, that, and
the other things. You never consider
the innocent American consumer. You
never consider our surpluses. You never
consider any of those things. The in-
terests of all groups must be considered
together. The domestic consumer, the
exporter, the importer, and the American
public.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin, Do you
mean to tell me it is part of the Golden
Rule policy to have this administration
during all this time talking about Golden
Rule and the good-neighbor policy and
all that goes along with that to erect the
most vicious—now get this—the most
severe and most vicious trade barrier
ever erected in the history of our country
and that is when your administration
passed a bill which is on the books today
which says that you cannot even send
a8 handful of tobacco seed out of this
country? 1Is that part of the good-
neighbor policy?

Mr. DOUGHTON. No. That was an
act of Congress. That was not done un-
der the reciprocal-trade authority.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Did you
see anything in the paper about any op-
position by the Secretary of State?

Mr, DOUGHTON. I do not see every-
thing that is in the paper, and I do not
suppose that my friend does.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Possibly
that was part of the Golden Rule pro-
gram of the present administration.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Of course the gen-
tleman knows that we remember things
that we want to remember, and the things
that we do not want to remember we shut
our eyes on.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. That is
right; and until this administration takes
the tobacco-seed embargo off the books
there is no use of President Truman talk-
ing about reciprocal trade.

Mr. DOUGHTON. The gentleman
would seem to know more than the people
of the country know. The people of the
country, by the November election,
showed what they believe. I do not say
that they were so enthusiastic about the
Democratic Party, but they just would
not have the Republican Party. They
remembered how they were wrecked
under the Hoover administration, and
what happened in the Eightieth Con-
gress. The people remembered what
they lost, and how they suffered under
Hoover, and they realized what they had
gained and what they enjoyed in 1948,
There is no question as to what their
position was.
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Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin., That is
the second point, and I want to give you
an answer now so that it will be in the
book. If your administration does not
watch its step it is going to give the
people some Truman prosperity that is
going -to be similar to the Hoover pros-
perity you complain about.

Mr. DOUGHTON. The gentleman
talks about my administration. It is not
my administration, it is the people’s ad-
ministration. It is the administration
of the American people by an overwhelm-
ing majority. And when the gentleman
talks like that, he is jumping in the face
of the enlightened judgment and intelli-
gence of a majority of the American
people.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. President
Truman is a minority President,

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, the bill H. R. 1211 here for con-
sideration is dangerous to the safety of
oiur economy and to our national secu-
rity.

It comes to the House with vital facts
suppressed. I say this because the
Democratic majority of the Ways and
Means Committee flatly refused our re-
quest to invite the Military Establish-
ment to appear before the committee and
state whether or not the jeweled-watch
industry, together with its respective
skilled precision technicians are vital to
our national defense.

We, the Republican minority, know
that our domestic jeweled-watch indus-
tries have been destroyed by foreign
competition to such an extent that to-
day only two of them remain solvent.
Therefore we tried, even by a record vote,
to have a representative of the Military
Establishment invited or requested to
appear and testify before our committee
touching on the importance of the
jeweled-watch industry to our national
defense, but our motion to obtain this
vital information from this official and
authoritative source was defeated by the
Democrats.

There are known to be more than a
hundred other strategic and critical in-
dustries located throughout the United
States. The products of these industries
are absolutely necessary to the defense
of our country. I claim that such stra-
tegic and critical industries must not be
destroyed or even so crippled that they
will be inadequate for our defense pur-
poses. Many of these industries are new
and in need of every possible assistance
to insure their continued success and
solvency. I say with all the force and
sincerity at my command that the life
of these strategic and critical plants
must under no circumstances be placed
in jeopardy, whether from enemies with-
in or from enemies without the United
States. These vital plants and skilled
workmen must not be sacrificed for polit-
ical or diplomatic purposes. Alleged
trade advantages, whether export or im-
port, must not take priority over na-
tional security.

We all know that enemies from with-
out will use every means to cripple,
weaken, or destroy our long list of stra-
tegic and critical facilities. I say that
when legislating, as we are today, relat-
ing to the preservation of our national
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security, it is no time to remove the
safeguards to our national defense which
H. R. 1211 proposed to do.

‘We hear much about the necessity of
making tariff concessions in trade agree-
ments to build up exports. But, if we
weaken or sacrifice our critical. and
strategic defense industries to gain a
temporary increase in exports, we strike
a blow at the very heart of our national
security. We must not let the heat of
political debate blind us to the reckless
felly of such a disastrous course upon
which the Democratic majority now ap-
pears to be embarked.

Heretofore this Nation has been
hlessed with a strong foreign relations
policy free from political bickering. One
of the principal architects of that policy
was Republican Senator VANDENBERG, of
Michigan. Other prominent Republi-
cans in the Congress played dominant
roles in cementing such a policy. But
since his recent election the President
has evidenced & desire to abandon this
bipartisan program. In the past few
weeks important decisions have been
made respecting our international af-
fairs without the customary Republican
participation or advance knowledge. Mr.
Truman has stated that his proposed ex-
tension of the Reciprocal Trade Agree-
ments Act is one of the cornerstones of
the administration’s foreign policy. He
neither encouraged nor accepted Repub-
lican cooperation in the formulation of
that trade policy. It becomes obvious
that he is scrapping the desirable bi-
partisan handling of foreign affairs and
that henceforth the Nation's national
and international policies will be dictated
by one man in the White House who in-
creasingly refers to himself as the Com-
mander in Chief.

Obviously also, because the New Deal
needed a commander in chief, Mr. Tru-
man feels that the Fair Deal needs one,
too. A commander in chief is much
more important in one-man government,
than is a mere President, and it is much
easier for a commander in chief to as-
sert nonexistent inherent powers over
the Nation and its people such as Mr.
Truman asserted in connection with his
right to deal with labor-management
strife without specific congressional au-
thorization and without expressed con-
stitutional authority. During the past
16 years we have witnessed scores of at-
tempts to circumvent the Congress. Ap-
parently these attempts are to continue,
and during the next 4 years we may ex-
pect to see a new Commander in Chief
riding arcund on a rejuvenated donkey
looking for more inherent powers.

As a direct consequence of H. R. 1211,
the President will be deprived of the most
effective bipartisan fact-finding ma~
chinery ever created by law to serve the
President and other governmental de-
partments in the conduct of our foreign
trade agreements program.

A trade-agreement concession bhased
upon inaccurate or incomplete informa-
tion as to its possible impact on domestic
producers will be a menace to the stabil-
ity of our economy and to our national
defense.

I wish to call to your attention that
when the trade-agreement legislation
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was under consideration in 1934, the pro-
ponents of it urged its adoption as a
means of increasing exports. The adop-
tion of it, however, did not increase
exports.

The failure of the Trade Agreements
Act of 1934 to increase exports came as a
shock to its advocates. They were
stunned and exasperated at their failure.
But next came Hitler, then Mussolini,
and finally Japan to their rescue. Hit-
ler needed war materials fo build up his
military establishment for war. To his
surprise he found there would be no ob-
jection on the part of the New Deal ad-
ministration to his purchasing steel, re-
fined copper, scrap copper, iron, and steel
serap.

The raid on our essential war material,
in an attempt to justify the State De-
partment’s trade agreements, started in
1936 with the shipment of enough steel
plate to enable Hitler to build more than
150 destroyers, or 3,000 tanks, and in-
numerable jeeps. No wonder Hitler
thought the United States would remain
neutral. But if not fully convinced of
the neutral and friendly attitude because
of the steel shipments to him, could he
doubt the sincerity of the New Deal ad-
ministration when it suffered and per-
mitted the export to him during the years
1936, 1937, 1938, and 1939 of refined
copper amounting to over 330,000,000
pounds.

“See how our exports are increasing
under the trade-agreement program,”
said the State Department officials.

‘Then followed the exports to Hitler by
the United States during the years 1936
to 1939, inclusive, of scrap copper
amounting to over 72,000,000 pounds.
When bragging about the growth of ex-
ports, the character of the exports was
suppressed but the amount of the exports
in dollars was emphasized.

‘We were getting short of iron and steel
serap, yet the administration group had
to show exports to uphold the purpose
of their trade agreements, so there was
also exported to Hitler during 1936, 1937,
1938, and 1939 a total of over 340,000 tons
of iron and steel scrap. Our boys came
in personal contact with these export
materials on many a battlefield in
Europe.

The zeal of the State Department in
the early days of the trade-agreement
program knew no bounds. Exports was
the only battle cry for freedom. The
other propaganda slogan was perpetual
peace throughout the world under the
leadership of the State Department,
promising peace to all who would crusade
for the trade-agreements program. Yet,
at the very time this hope was being held
out to gain support from numerous or-
ganizations of women and anxious
mothers seeking world peace, more than
10,000,000 long tons—2,240 pounds—of
United States iron and steel scrap was
exported during the years 1936 to 1940,
inclusive, to Japan. How well I remem-
ber the day the State Department offi-
cials went into an urgent huddle with the
Ways and Means Committee and asked
to have the tariff removed on some of
these materials. Why? Because the
United States had made itself so short of
these essential war materials that we had
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to immediately comb every inch of Cen-
tral and South America and the islands
in the Carribean to collect old track, old
sugar mills and junk piles, wherever they
could be found, to replace the exports to
our enemies.

During the years 1936 to 1941, inclu-
sive, when World War II was slowly
creeping upon us, could the Army, the
Navy, the Department of Agriculture, or
Commerce, or any other executive de-
partment of the Government, check this
madcap policy to the public by the State
Department and sold under the honeyed
words of “reciprocal trade.” Yet today
in the very period which may be leading
to the fatal hour of all mankind, the

emocratic majority would destroy the
Tariff Commission now charged with the
duty of advising the President, and hence
the State Department, of the point below
which tariff reduction would imperil the
effectiveness of our own industries. The
Democratic majority would turn from
the bipartisan expert Tariff Commission
to the State Department as the alpha
and omega in the conduct of our trade=
agreement program.

Who organized and propagandized the
Citizens Reciprocity Committee to put
pressure on Congress to defeat the 1948
Trade Agreements Extension Act in which
every safeguard to our industries and our
national security was included?

This organizer of the country-wide cit-
izens’ pressure group was, and is no
other than one Alger Hiss, now under
indictment for perjury. Have there been
any charges made of an infiltration of
spies and Communists in the State De-
partment?

I want to call your attention to one
matter because the chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means called
attention to the wonderful- attributes of
character of one Charles Taft which, of
course, I do not question; however, in
his zeal he said that Alger Hiss was not
connected with the State Department,
that he was not employed by it. Yes-
terday I acked for copy of a report from
the Un-American Activities Committee
on a few of the Communists who helped
write our trade agreements and I want
to read some of these to you at this
point.

First as to Victor Perlo:

VICTOR FERLO

Testimony of Victor Perle, August 9, 1948:
“I think I was officially an alternate member
on the Committee for Reciprocity Informa-
tion and the Trade Agreements Committee,
which were identical or substantially identi-
cal in membership. These were interdepart-
mental committees which took care of all of
the technical work in the preparation of
trade agreements under the Reciprocal Trade
Agreement Act and also to a certain extent a

lot of preparatory work for the International
Trade Organization.”

On the same day, Miss Elizabeth Terrill
Bentley, a former member of the Communist
espionage ring, confronted Mr. Perlo and
identified him as a member of this ring while
she was active. When questioned on these
charges Mr. Perlo refused to answer charging
that his rights under the first and fifth
amendments were being violated and that
such answer “might tend to Incriminate or
degrade me.” Perlo was also identified as a
member of this ring by Whittaker Chambers

© on August 3, 1948..
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We go next to Henry J. Wadleigh!
HENRY J. WADLEIGH

Testimony of Henry .J. Wadleigh, Decem~
ber 9, 1948: “I was in the Division of Trade
Agreements from 1936, until the war in Eu-
rope broke out * * * (superiors were)
Henry Grady in the Trade Agreements Divi-
slon, then Harry Hawkins, then Leo Pasvol-
sky, speeial assistant to the Secretary of
State, and in Italy, Henry Grade * * *
Mr, (Francis B.) Bayre was Assistant Secre-
tary in charge of the Trade Agreements Divi-
sion when I first was employed there. Mr,
Acheson later took Mr. Sayre's place.”

©On December 6, 1948, in an executive meet-
ing of the Committee on Un-American Activ-
ities, Whittaker Chambers identified Julian
Wadleigh (Henry Julian Wadleigh) as a
source from which the former received docu-
ments for transmission to representatives of
the Soviet Military Intelligence. When ques-
tioned by the Committee on Un-American
Activities on December 9, 1948, Mr. Wadleigh
refused to answer all questions dealing with
such activity on the ground that such testl-
mony might tend to incriminate him. Mr.
Wadleigh has since been & witness before a
Federal grand jury in New York and it is our
understanding that he has been a cooperative
witness.

We come now to Alger Hiss, as to whom
Mr. Taft referred as not employed in the
State Department:

ALGER HISS

On December 23, 1948, Mr. Francis B. Bayre,
former Assistant Secretary of State, who was
in charge of the Department's Division of
Trade Agreements, testified that on April 28,
1926, he recommended that Alger Hiss be ap-
pointed as his assistant in the Department
of Trade Agreements. He further testified
that Mr. Hiss’ duties included the legal prep-
‘aration of trade agreements. Hiss was trans-
ferred to another division of the State De-
-partment on January 16, 1842,

Attached herewith is the second report of
the Committee on Un-American Activities on
Soviet Espionage Within the United States
Government. A study of this report which
contains facsimiles of State Department doc-
uments emanating from the Department of
‘Trade Agreements and, according to Mr.
Chambers, furnished to him by Alger Hiss and
Julian Wadleigh for transmission to the
Soviet Military Intelligence agents, will dis-
close to some extent the proportions of this
leakage of information.

Alger Hiss is now under indictment by a

Federal grand jury in New York for perjury.

1 have, of course, a bound volume from
the same source, which I have not the
time to read now, but anybody who wanis
to protect the United States of America
and its security can get that report and
read it and see just where this whole
plan is taking us.

Mr, JENKINS. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, REED of New York. I yield to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr, JENKINS., The gentleman has in-
dicated that he has given this matter a
great deal of study. Now, quite a num-
ber of representatives of the State De-
partment appeared before our commit-
tee, and some of the things that the gen-
tleman has stated in his statement here
came out before the committee. I want
to ask this: Did the gentleman see any
effort on the part of anybody connected
with the State Department or anybody
connected with the majority party in this
House that would indicate that they ever
intended to get rid of those people down
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-there, or make any effort whatever to get

rid of them, and is it not a fact that the
only people that they have gotten rid of
are the people uncovered by the Commit-
tee on Un-American Activities of this
House?

Mr. REED of New York. I thank the
genileman for that inquiry. The State
Depariment has known of the situation
since 1937. When I asked Mr. Clayton
before our committee how many experts
he was taking abroad to the Geneva ne-
gotiations, he has said there were either
101 or 102, I have forgotten which, and
I asked him to put in the record the
names of the 101 or 102 with their ad-
dresses. I had those checked by the de-
partment to which I turned on this sub-
versive proposition, and nine of those
peoble were going over there, and yet Mr.
Clayton said at the time that they could
not let us have the information that we
wanted with reference to the things that
we were going to trade on.

Mr, MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield? z

Mr. REED of New York. I yield to the
gentleman frecm Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS. Would the gentleman
please name the committee, the depart-
ment, to which he turned to obtain this
information?

Mr. REED of New York. The FBI.,

Mr. MILLS. Do I understand that the
FBI informed the gentleman that there
was some question concerning the nine
men at the Geneva Convention?

Mr. REED of New York. They had
all been connected in some form or other
with the Communist Party.

Mr, MILLS. Would the genileman
identify for the Recorp the names of
those individuals?

Mr. REED of New York. No; I would
not.

Mr. MiLLS. Has the gentleman sub-
mitied any statement involving any one
of the nine to the State Department?

Mr, REED of New York. I have not.

Mr, MILLS. The gentleman has not
given the State Department the benefit
of that information?

Mr. REED of New York. I have not,

.and for a very good reason.

Mr. MILLS. I would certainly like fo
suggest to the gentleman that he do that
at his earliest convenience.

Mr. JENKINS. Mr., Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. REED of New York, I yield tothe
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. JEWKINS. I would just like to
interpolate this mueh., Why would it not
be the duty of the State Department to
find out?

Mr. REFD of New York. They should.
They can find it out if they wish to, but
they just do not care.

I want to point out in that connection

that of all the spots in the United States

absolutely vital to our security, the very
heart of it, is in this question of the State
Department. Any country that wanted
to upset or overthrow this country can
spend any amount of money, make any
amount of effort to get people in there
to write down the tariff on our vital and

critical defense materials.

Mr. JENKINS. I am sure the gentle-
man does not want to give the impres-
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-sion, and I do not either, that everybody
‘in the State Department is wrong.

Mr. REED of New York. Not at all.
Mr, JENKINS. All the gentleman is
trying to say, I dare say, to the commit-
tee, is that there are a lot of people down

‘there that are not true Amerieans, espe-

cially in connection with the ideas of
commerce.

Mr. REED of New York. I will say
this, that in the State Department there
are any number of fine, splendid, patri-
otic Americans, and it is not fair that
they should be permitted to be smeared

‘by what everybody in this country is

beginning to know, that they have been
harboring subversive elements there and
passing out information that is vital, and
nobody will ever know how many of our
boys went to their death on the batile-
fields of Europe because of the infor-
mation peddled out by these subversive
elements.

Is the State Department per se a fact-
finding body? Should the Staie De-
partment be legally clothed with the at-
tributes of infallibility in furnishing in-
formation and advice to the President
in negotiating trade treaties involving
the national economy of our country?

Yet, this is what H. R. 1211 would do.

I call attention to the membership of
the House that the 1948 act, which the
Democratic majority has been called up-
on to repeal, made only procedural
changes in the conduct of cur trade-
agreements program despite all false ac-
cusations to the conirary. Furthermore,
let me say that we stand squarely be-
hind these procedural changes which
are centered around the so-called peril-
point report. The peril-point report is
nothing more than a report made by the
Tariff Commission specifying the poinfs
below which it would be perilous to our
domestic economy to go in reducing tar-
iffs. The peril-point report was the out-
growth of exhaustive study and thought
and was specifically designed to assist
the State Department in adhering to the

policy of not injuring any segment of

our domestic economy in the conduct of
the trade-agreement program. The rea-
sons which dictated the creaticn of the
peril-point report have been justified by
subsequent events.

We of the Republican minority feel
that it is urgent, as a bare minimum, to
preserve this peril-point feature of the
1948 act by an amendment to H. R. 1211,
No thinking patriofic American can op-
pose such an amendment which is es-
sential to the preservation of our na-
tional economy and our national secu-
rity.

In the Republican minority's proposed
peril-point amendment to H. R. 1211, the
only requirement is that the peril-point
report of the Tariff Commission be sub-
mitted to the President for his guidance.
He should have it prior to negotiating a
trade agreement. He can completely ig-

‘nore it and will not have to tell the Con-~

gress that he has done so. It will be
submitted for his confidential informa-
tion only.

Why is it so essential that the peril-
point report of the Tariff Commission
be made available to the President in his
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trade-agreement negotiations with for«
eign nations? It is because there Is ng
other fect-finding agency of the Gov=-
ernment that is so well equipped by abil-
ity and long experience, operating in a
strictly bipartisan, scientific capacity as
the Tariff Commission to give this im-
portant information to the President.

Since the organization in 1916 of the
Tariff Commission with this special pro-
vision for bipartisan representation, the
_Commission has furnished to the Presi-
dent, to the Congress, and to the gen-
eral public impartial facts and unbiased
information on all tariff, foreign trade,
and foreign-trade policy questions af-
fecting the United States and other
countries of the world. In doing so over
the past 32 years it has established a
high reputation as a scientific fact-find-
ing agency. Its reports are accepted by
representatives of both political parties
in Congress and by whatever President
representing either party happens to be
in the White House. This basic and es-
sential information makes it possible to
establish the policy for the Government
on a more sound and adequate founda-
tion and has proved quite satisfactory to
both political parties.

The Commission, as is well known, had
developed and has available a vast fund
of information and rather complete files
of statistical and technical information
collected and analyzed and summarized
over its 32 years of operation on each of
the items of importation under the more
than 800 paragraphs of the Tariff Act.
Such information has been made avail-
able in published reports of the Com-
mission not only to the President and
to the Congress but to all other agencies
of the Government. These reports show
the conditions affecting the competition
between the many thousands of import-
ed articles under the various tariff rates
in the Tariff Act and the like or similar
articles of domestic production.

Any prudent President would welcome
such a report from the Tariffi Commis-
sion pointing out the proposed danger to
our economy and national security that
might result from reducing certain tariff
rates below specified points.

The President and all members of the
administration testifying before the
Ways and Means Commitfee have said
that they would operate the trade-agree-
ments program so as not to injure do-
mestic industry. This provision merely
helps them to comply with their own
stated objectives. It seems peculiarthat
if they are really serious in stating that
they will operate the program so as not
to injure domestic industries that they
should in any way resent having the help
of this well-established bipartisan fact-
finding agency. Do they object to hav-
ing the Tariff Commission make findings
on these matters because they them-
selves, the President and the State De-
partment, expect to make findings that
will injure domestic industries and
threaten the security of millions of our
workers from Maine to California? Are
they unconcerned by the fact that day
by day more American industries are op-
erating only part time? Unemployment
is mounting; exports diminishing; com-
petitive imports increasing?
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Every thinking American who has any
concern for the continued prosperity of
our domestic economy, the well-being of
millions of workers and the fulfillment of
our international commitments to the
freedom-loving peoples throughout the
world must support two amendments to
H.oR. 1211,

Because we realize that we cannot save
the 1948 act, we urge that one feature
of this act be maintained. This is sim-
ply the requirement that the United
States Tariff Commission furnish the
President for his confidential guidance a
report of its findings specifying the points
below which it would be perilous to our
domestic economy to go in reducing
tariffs. -

No one can claim this amendment to
be a hampering restriction, and I accuse
those who oppose this amendment with
the deliberate attempt to sacrifice our
domestic producers and the security of
millions of our workers. Accordingly, I
urge that H. R. 1211 be amended to re-
tain the peril-point report, established
by the Trade Agreements Extension Act
of 1948.

I also urge that an amendment to
H. R. 1211 be made providing that =all
existing trade agreements that do not
now contain an escape clause to the same
general effect as article XIX of the Gen-
eral Agreements on Tariffs and Trade be
modified so as to incorporate such a
clause.

The reason for this second amendment
is that at the present time many indus-
tries whose tariff protection has been
seriously reduced in agreements prior to
1943 are unfairly discriminated against
because they are denied the privilege
which other industries have of appealing
for relief under the escape clause. All
industries should, of course, have equal
treatment and a chance to have their
day in court. This inequitable situation
is spotlighted by the plight of the jewel-
watch industry. There is no escape
clause in the Swiss trade agreement made
in 1936. However, there is an escape
clause in all trade agreements made sub-
sequent to 1943.

The sole purpose of these two amend-
ments is to better the procedure leading
to the negotiation of foreign trade agree-
ments to the end that our domestic econ-
omy . will not be injured in accordance
with the stated policy of the President.

I charge those who oppose these two
amendments with the responsibility for
the economic evils which will beset us by
any ill-advised tariff reduction.

I want to repeat that essential facts
relating to the issues involved in the
whole trade-agreements program were
suppressed by the action of the Demo-
cratic majority. The Republican mi-
nority sought to have the whole Ways
and Means Committes, through its dis-
tinguished chairman, the gentleman
from North Carolina, Representative
DoucHTON, extend an invitation to the
Chairman and Vice Chairman of the
Tariff Commission to appear to testify
with reference to the role of the Tariff
Commission to our domestic economy in
the trade-agreements negotiations. This
the Democratic majority refused to do,
even by a record vote. This is an
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astounding perversion of representative
government. Thus, the Ways and
Means Committee, the Members of the
House, and the public are deprived of
pertinent facts relating to the preserva-
tion of our domestic economy as well as
our national security.

The testimony from a long list of wit-
nesses before the Ways and Means Com-
mittee representing a large segment of
our economy urged the retention of the

-peril-point report, and asked for an

escape clause in all trade agreements.
This testimony fell on the deaf ears of
the Democratic majority of the Ways
and Means Committee. What is the
Democratic majority saying to the coun-
try when it ignores the peril-point
amendment? The Democratic majority
is saying, in effect: “We are not con-
cerned with the conduct of our trade-

.agreements program. We have our

must orders to obey.”

If the peril-point report amendment
to H. R. 1211 is disregarded by the Dem-
ocratic majority, then every workingman
who has a stake in the continued pros-
perity of our Nation should hold the
Democratic Party strictly accountable
for the economic evils and disastrous
consequences which will beset our na-
tional economy as a result of any ill-
advised tariff reduction.

The Democratic majority may make
light of the attempt to salvage the peril-
point report and the proposed escape-
clause amendment and vote against
these two imperative safeguards, but
devastating consequences will follow.
This story fllustrates my point; it was
told by the distinguished lecturer John
B. Gough:

“I remember riding from Buffalo to
Niagara Falls, and I said to a gentleman:
‘What river is that, sir?’”

“That,” he said, “is Niagara River.”

“It is a beautiful stream,” said I,
“bright, smooth, and glassy. How far
off are the rapids?”

“Only a few miles,” was the reply.

“Is it possible that only a few miles
from us we shall find the water in the
turbulence which it must show when near
the rapids?”

“You will find it so, sir.”

“And, so I found it, and that first sight
of Niagara Falls I shall never forget.
Now, launch your bark on that river; the
water is smooth, beautiful, and glassy.
There is a ripple at the bow of your boat,
and the silvery wake it leaves behind
adds to your enjoyment. You set out on
your pleasure excursion. Down the
stream you glide; oars, sails, and helm in
proper trim. Suddenly, someone cries
out from the bank: ‘Young men, ahoy!" "

" {what 15 1t‘?l ”

““The rapids are below you.”"”

“Ha, ha! We have heard of the rapids,
but we are not such fools as to get into
them. When we find we are going too
fast, then we shall up with the helm and
steer to the shore; we will set the mast
in the socket, hoist the sail, and speed to
land. Then on, boys, don't be alarmed,
there’s no danger.

“Young men, ahoy there!

“What is it?

“The rapids are below you!
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. <“Ha, ha! We will Jaugh and quaff;
all things delight us. What care we for
the future? No man ever saw it. Suffi-
cient for the day is the evil thereof. We
will enjoy life while we may; we will
cafch pleasure as it flies. This is enjoy-
ment—time enough to steer out of dan-
ger when we are sailing too swiftly with
the current.

“Young men, ahoy!

“What is it?

“Beware, beware! The rapids arc be-
low youl

“Now you feel them! See the water
foaming all around! See how fast you
pass that point! Up with the helm!
Now turn! Pull hard; quick, quick!
Pull for your lives! Pull till the blood
starts from the nostrils and the veins
stand like whipcord upon the brow. Set
thie mast in the socket, hoist the sail!
Ah, ah, it is too late; faster and faster
you near the awful cataract, and then,
shrieking, cursing, howling, praying, over
m gﬂ.”

Mr, Chairman, this proposal before us
today vitally affects all Americans—the
farmer, the working man, the consumer.
It may well determine whether we go
forward to a higher standard of living
with high wages, full employment, and
more production; or whether we blunder
into another recession or depression with
production curtailed and workers on re-
lief. America’s trade policies are too
vital to the Nation's welfare to trust to
the whims of one man however well-
jntentioned that one man may be.

And so we go on, and we strike the
rapids, and we go over the cataract, as
we have time and again, as result of these
low tariffis. We had low tariffs in the
Democratic Underwood bill. And when
we got into the last war what happened?
Six million men out of work. Not a bit
of smoke coming from a smokestack in
this colintry. They were putting up their
soup kitchens everywhere all over: this
Nation. What was done? The Republi-
can Party came into power. They had
these low-tariff rates revised—not as icw
as you have got them now, We putin a
tariff bill to protect our farmers, our
workmen, our industries. It wasnot long
thereafter until we had 6,000,000 people
at work again and the smoke was coming
out of the smokestacks. . )

We have been through this disastrous
mill once. When you Democrats draw a
picture of 1829 why do you not look back
to the time of your Underwood low tariff
and see what happened. I tell you this
is an American question. It is not a
political guestion at all. It is our own na-
tional defense and our own security that
is the issue. When you see the type of
people who are writing these trade agree-
ments sitting on the inside, and you know
the subversive infiltrations, and the evi-
dence is so overwhelming I cannot
understand why any person who loves
America should wish to support H. R.
1211, and thus permit these subversive
agents to barter away our safety. We
know that for years Communists have
infiltrated into our departments of Gov-
ernment, especially into the vital spots
where they can drive a dagger into the
heart of Unele Sam. :

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

- ‘Mr, CHRISTOPHER. Will the gen-
tleman yield? )

Mr. REED of New York. Yes; I yield.

Mr. CHRISTOPHER. I would like to
ask you if, in 1932, when I was selling
wheat for 35 cents a busliel, corn for 14
cents, and hogs for 3 cents a pound, and
butterfat for 9 cents a pound, and eggs
for 6 cents a dozen, and when a good milk
cow would bring only $15, if those prod=
ucts were right then and there being pro-
tected—and I said “protected”—hy the
highest tariff duties in the history of this
country.

Mr. REED of New York. Let me tell
you, sir, that was the aftermath of a
Democratic war.

Mr. CHRISTOPHER. Oh, sure, You
have always got to go off like that. You
will not stand hitched.

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. REED of New York, I yield for a
question.

Mr. LYNCH. I would like to know,
after the gentleman has finished his dis-
course, in view of the fact that he has
spoken against reciprocal trade agree-
ments, and in view of the fact that he has
spoken in favor of them, whether or not
you are today in favor of or against re-
ciprocal trade agreements as a principle.

Mr. REED of New York. Just as long
as the State Department, like a nest of
vipers—Communists, which I am sure
you do not love—are on the inside, writ-
ing the trade agreements, I shall always
be against them. When they are writ-
ten by real Americans, as they should be,
patriotic men like the gentleman who
is addressing me, then it will be a differ-
ent question. .

Mr. LYNCH., I can understand the
gentleman’s point with respect to Com-
munists, but, after all, has there been
any evidence produced before the com-
mittee that Communists actually wrote
or had any part in the writing of any
reciprocal trade agreements, to the
knowledge of the gentleman?

“Mr. REED of New York. You heard
what I read today.

Mr. LYNCH, Yes; I heard what you
have said, but I have asked you whether
or not there is'any definite evidence that
they actually had anything to do—these
people who you say are Communists—
actually were the persons in whose hands
is placed the obligation of writing recip-
rocal trade agreements.

Mr. REED of New York. According
to their own testimony. ¥You do not need
to have it in this record at all. The
gentleman knows, and I have taken that
position since 1934, that they should not
have part in these agreements. I voted
against them.

Mr, LYNCH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a further question?

Mr. REED of New York. I yield.

Mr. LYNCH. Is it not a fact that if
the gentleman knew of any particular
person who was associated with the Com-
munist Party or with a Communist-front
organization, if the gentleman knew that
any such persons had to do also with
the writing of the reciprocal trade agree-
ments, does he not think in all fairness
to'the Congress that he should give the
names of those persons?
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Mr.'REED of New York. Let me tell
the gentleman that in the hearings in
the Senate every effort was made to let
them see the minutes, and they refused.
That is in the hearings; a refusal by Mr.
Clayton to let them see what was in the
minutes. 1

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has again
expired.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 15 minutes to the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. COOFER].

Mr., COOFER. Mr. Chairman, it has
been my privilege to speak every time
this subjeet has been considered here in
the House. Realizing that time is limited
and that many Members desire to speak,
I shall ask your indulgence for a short
time only on this occasion.

The pending bill, H. R. 1211, is in
response to a message of the President
of the United States and is a very im-
portant administration measure. It was
favorably reported by a vote of 17 to 8
by the Committee on Ways and Means.
I shall endeavor briefly to cover the pro-
visions of the bill and then as time may
permit to discuss the trade-agreements
program. As will be observed by a read-
ing of the bill, it contains six sections.

Section *1 embraces the title of the
bill: The Trade Agreements Act of 1949,

Section 2 repeals the Trade Agree-
ments Extension Act of 1948, this Repub-
lican measure to which they point with
such pride on the other side of the
Chamber, Section 2 repeals that act.

Section 3 of this bill provides that the
period during which the President is
authorized to enter into foreign-trade
agreements under Section 350 of the
Tariff Act of 1930 as amended is ex-
tended for a period of 3 years from June
12, 1948. This means it will be extended
for the customary period of 3 years from
the time the last extension expired.

Section 4 deletes from the preamble of
the act of 1934 certain language which is
no longer applicable and is not neces-
sary to be included,

Section 5 simply provides that the
Military Establishment shall be substi-
tuted for the War Department and, the
Navy Department as is provided in the
previous act for the reason that the act
which was passed by Congress unifying
the military services now provides for
the Military Establishment instead of
War Department and Navy Department.

Section 6 applies only to Cuba and
would enable the United States to raise
rather than lower certain tariff rates.
That covers the provisions of the pending
bill. *

The trade agreements program was
adopted by the act of June 12, 1934, and
has been extended by the acts of 1937,
1640, 1943, 1945, and 1948. As I have
sald on previous occasions while dis-
cussing this program, in its far-reaching
consequences to the future happiness and
welfare of the people of this country and
the world, it is probably the most im-
portant measure that could challenge the
thoughtful attention of this Congress.

The Trade Agreements Act of 1934 con-
ferred discretionary authority upon the
President of the United States to nego-
tiate and enter into trade agreements
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with other countries of the world. There
has been so much confusion injected into
this subject and so much discussion that
is entirely irrelevant and has no applica-
tion to the matter now under considera-
tion that it might be well for us to re-
mind ourselves of the provisions con-
tained in the 1934 act, which is the real
subject of consideration here today be-
cause all the pending hill proposes to do
is to extend the provisions of the act of
1934 as it has been modified by the differ-
ent extension acts since that time.

Mr, GRANGER. - Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOPER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Utah.

Mr. GRANGER. As I understand the
gentleman, actually the extension is only
for 2 years from next June; is that right?

Mr. COOPER. That is correct. It is
extended for 3 years, the customary
period that has been usually done in the
past, from the time it should have been
extended last year when our Republican
friends were in the majority and did
everything they could to try to kill the
program. They have opposed it all the
way through and realizing that they could
not go before the American people in the
campaign of 1948 with a record of having
completely killed the reciprodal trade-
agreements program they tried to do all
they could to accomplish that purpose
and still be able to say that they had ex-
tended the program.

Mr. GRANGER. Going back to the
last extension, the authority under the
act is not changed at all with respect to
the limitations of these trade agree-
ments; is that right?

Mr. COOPER. The gentleman is cor-
rect. The purpose of this bill today is
to extend the original Cordell Hull recip-
rocal-trade-agreement program for a
period of 3 years from June 12, 1948.

Mr. GRANGER. Under this bill we
would be acting according to the limita-
tions on the power of the President to
make trade agreements?

Mr. COOPER. The gentleman is cor-
rect. By briefly referring to the act of
1934, it will be observed that the act pro-
vides, among other things:

For the purpose of expanding foreign mar-
kets for the products of the United States
# = & Dby regulating the admission of for-
elgn goods into the United States in accord-
ance with the characteristics and needs of
the various branches of American production
g0 that foreign markets will be made available
to those branches of American production
which require and are capable of developing
such outlets hY according corresponding mMar-

ket opportunities for foreign products in the
United States.

For that purpose—

The President, whenever he finds as a fact
that any existing duties or other import re-
strictions of the United States or any for-
eign country are unduly burdening and re-
stricting the foreign trade of the United
States and that the purpose above declared
will be promoted by the means hereinafter
specified, is authorized from time to time—

(1) To enter into foreign trade agreements
with foreign governments or instrumental-
ities thereof; and

(2) To proclalm such modifications of
existing duties and other import restric-
tions, or such additional import restrictions,
or such continuance, and for such minimum
periods, of existing customs or excise treat-
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ment of any article covered by foreign trade
agreements, as are required or appropriate to
carry out any foreign trade agreement that
the President has entered into hereunder.

Now, bear this in mind:

No preclamation shall be made increasing
or decreasing by more than 50 percent any
existing rate of duty or transferring any
article between the dutiable and free lists.

In other words, this simply confers
upon the President of the United States,
the duly chosen representative of all the
people of this country, the authority to
negotiate these trade agreements. It
simply means in practical application
that we realize that we produce large sur-
pluses of products in this country. In
normal times about 55 or 60 percent of
our cotton is surplus; about 40 percent of
our tobacco; about 50 percent of our
packing house lard, as well as vast quan-
tities of other agricultural products are
surplus. We produce that much more
in this country than we normally con-
sume,

There are countries throughout the
world that need those products. If they
are not sold and exported to those places
throughout the world, where they are
needed, and are left here on the Ameri-
can market, they can have only one ef-
fect, and that is to beat down the prices
that ocur farmers receive for the products
of their toil. There are vast surpluses
of many industrial products, and this
program simply means in practical ap-
plication that the President of the
United States is authorized to sit down
around the .able, through his chosen
representatives, and say to the other
countries of the world, “We have certain
surplus products in this country. Many
of them are needed by you. You have
some products in your country that are
needed by our people.
and see if we cannot work out a trade, a
trade that will be to the advantage and
in the interest of the people of both coun-
tries.” That is the purpose of this pro-
gram, and it has worked remarkably
successfully up to this time.

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COOPER. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr, LYNCH, When the gentleman
says, work out a trade, he means, does
he not, that there would be a working-out
or elimination of the various trade bar-
riers that have been erected as the re-
sult of tariffs in the various countries; is
that not a fact?

Mr. COOPER. The gentleman is cor-
rcet; to stimulate the flow of trade be-
tween our country and these other
countries of the world.

Mr, WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COOPER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Louisiana.

Mr. WILLIS. The gentleman spoke
of commodities produced in surplus in
the United States. Is it not also true
that in instances where we have a less
quantity produced than we consume, such
as sugar, that special provisions, such as
the sugar quota acts, have been enacted
to take care of that situation, too?

Mr, COOPER. The gentleman is cor-
rect. In the Trade Agreements Act a
direct approach was made to the trade-

Let us sit down
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barrier problem. Foreign trade in-
creased, and the increase was on a sound
basis. Congress has carefully reviewed
the program periodically and has ap-
proved it by extending the act. Between
the years 1934 and 1935, and the years
1938 and 1939, our exports to trade-
agreement countries increased by 63 per-
cent, while our exports to non-trade-
agreement countries increased by only 32
percent.

Our imports from these agreement
countries increased by 22 percent, and
imports from nonagreement countries
by only 13 percent.

Trade agreements have been negoti-
ated with 42 countries, and 39 of them
are still in effect. Hundréds of con-
cessions have been obtained for the ben-
efit of products of this country and, of
course, concessions have been made by
us for the benefit of products of other
countries. Over 65 percent of our normal
foreign trade is carried on with trade-
agreement countries. These countries
have made concessions on something like
75 percent of their agricultural imports
from this country and on something like
50 percent of imports of industrial prod-
ucts from this country.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Tennessee has expired.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 10 additional minutes to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOPER. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Will the gentle-
man explain what position the Tariff
Commission will assume in this picture
if this bill passes?

Mr. COOPER. The Tariff Commission
assumes the same position that it did
under the original act. It participates
in all the hearings, all the considération,
and even in all the negotiations, which
is not true under the act of 1948.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOPER. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York. ;

Mr. REED of New York. Not in a sin-
gle instance has the Tariff Commission
as such had anything to do with it.

Mr, COOPER. That just shows how
little the gentleman from New York
knows about it.

Mr, REED of New York. I know ab-
solutely, sir, and the gentleman knows
that I do.

Mr. COOPER. That just shows how
little he knows about the program. A
man who has always opposed the trade-
agreement program, a man who stood
right here and voted for the Smoot-
Hawley tariff bill, a man who has opposed
all of our international program, now
gets up here and tries to tell you what
ought to be done with an important pro-
gram like this. ;

Mr, REED of New York. The gentle-
man did not answer my question.

Mr. McDONOUGH. There is evident-
ly a difference of opinion here between
two members of the committee. May I
ask the gentleman to point out the sec-
tion of the bill that gives the authority
to the Tariffi Commission to continue
this authority under the bill?
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Mr. COOFPER. The original act con-
teins that authority, and this pending
bill extends the original act that has been
in existence throughout the years.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOPER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Florida.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I hope my
question will not interfere with the logic
of the gentleman’s presentation and the
manner in which he is presenting it to
the House. Will the gentleman address
his remarks to this wording in section 6:

Nothing in this act shall be construed to
preciude the application to any product of
Cuba (including products preferentially free
of duty) of a rate of duty not higher than
the rate applicable to ths like products of
other foreign countries (except the Philip-
plnes]. whether or not the applicntian of
such rate involves any preferential customs
treatmenti, No rate of duty on products of
Cuba shall in any case be decreased hy more
than 59 percent of the rate of duty, however
established, existing on January 1, 1845 (even
though temporarily suspanded by act of
Congrese).

Will the gentleman explain that?

Mr. COOPER. As I endeavored to
state earlier, section 6 applies only to
Cuba. It would enable the United States
to raise rather than lower certain tariff
rates. - It comes about in this way: There
are certain products that are covered in
the general agieement on tariff and trade
upon which United States duties were
increased. By reason of the application
of that situation to Cuba, which the gen-
tleman understands occupies a peculiar
position of its own, some of the rates
that were included in agreements with
other countries result in an advantage
to the same products coming in from
Cuba. Section 6 would enable thcse
rates to be egualized. ‘That is all it
means.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Will this
affect products of Mexico in like manner
as those coming from Cuba?

Mr. COOPER. I do not recall any
illustrations given about Mexico.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. The gentle-
man will realize that I represent a dis-
trict where they have a great deal of
winter: farming, where we raise many
products. The preducts of Cuba and of
Mexico come in competition at the full
bloom of our production.

Mr. COOPER. I do not think this has
anything to do with that. The illustra-
tion given the ccmmitiee was this: There
were certain parts of chronometers origi-
pally included in the 1938 trade agree-
ment with Great Britain, which was
superseded by the Geneva agreement of
last year. The result is an effective rate
on British chronometer parts higher
than can be applied to parts for chro-
nometers imported from Cuba. This bill
would merely enable the same rate to be
applied to such Cuban imports.

Mr. McSWEENEY, Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOPER. I yield.

Mr. McSWEENEY. Is it not true that
William McKinley was considered one of
the early tariff experts and that in the
last speech that he made before he was
unfortunately assassinated he advocated
reciprocal-trade agreements, saying that
the tariffs had gone as far as they could
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in the purpose for which they had been
originally enacted and he thought that
we should begin to have reciprocal-trade
agreements?

I4r. COOFER. The gentleman is ab-
solutely correct.

Mr. SIMFSON of Pennsylvania. M.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOPER. 1 yield.

Mr. SIMFSON of Pennsylvania. Will

the gentleman tell me whether in his
opinion there are as many restrictions
today in international trade as there
were in 1934 prior to the reciprocal-
trade-agreements program?

Mr. COOFER. Certainly not.

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Will
the gentleman tell me whether any have
been removed other than reductions in
tariffs on our part?

Mr. COOPER. Yes, and the genile-
men well knows that.

Mr. Chairman, concessions were ob-
tained on thousands of individual prod-
ucts which enter into the export trade
of the United States. For example, over
1,400 concessions were made in our favor
in the agreement with the United King-
dom, while over a thousand were made by
Canada. BSome 400 concessions were
made by Cuba, and many concessions by
other countries of the world. Every
State in the Union produces some of the
products on which concessions were ob-
tained.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, COOPER. 1 yield.

Mr. JOHNSON. Out in my State we
have this problem both directly and in
reverse. We ship a great deal to Eu-
rope—dried fruits and things of that
kind. Those who are apprehensive about
the reciprocal-trade prozram =are the
people who raise nuts, such as the wal-
nut and almond growers, of whom there
are a large group in my district. The
ons complaint they make to me, the one
compleint that they reiterate time and
again % this: they say that they come to
the hearings prepared with their data
and submit it. They claim they have no
way of knowing whether the Reciprocal
Trade Committees pay a bit of attention
to what they submit. Can the gentle-
man comment on that, please?

Mr. COOPER. I can say to the gen-
tleman that I have heard every witness
who has ever testified beiore the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means on this pro-
gram. It has been my privilcge to be
a member of the commitiee longer than
any other man on it, except our distin-
guished chairman. I have heard every
witness who testified before our com-
mittee on this subject, and I say to you
that it is my honest conviction that no
American industry has been seriously in-
jured by any of these trade agreements
which have been negotiated. But more
specifically eanswering your gquestion,
every American interest has full, ample
and complete opportunity to appear be-
fore the responsible authorities of this
Government, who are engaged in this
important work of assembling material
and information, to be considered during
the negofiations on these agreements.
All of them have full, ample, and com-
plete opportunity to be heard. The orig-
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inal ect so provides. That program is
to be continued. This program is ad-
ministered with the most painstaking
care of anything I have ever known to be
undertaken by this Government.

Mr. JOHNEON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOFER. I yield.

Mr, JOHNSON. I would also like to
have the gentleman's comment on the
clause in the proposed change in the act
where it provides that the United States
Tarif Commission’s information and
data shall be considered by the President.
Is it working out that way, that the Pres-
ident does in fact consult the Tariff
Commission?

Mr. COOFER. Absclutely, and the
original act provides that, The Tariff
Commission is to furnish data and infor-
mation and material to the Interdepart-
mental Committee, and to the President
of the United States. Under the cld pro-
gram which we are seeking to continue
by the pending bill, the Tariff Commis-~
sion itself has representatives on these
various committees, and participates all
the way through, even to the negotiation
of the trade agreement itself, whereas,
under the act of 1948, sponsored by our
distinguished former colleague who is
unfortunately not with us any longer,
Mr. Gearhart, the Tari{T Commission was
taken out of all of that participation, and
set apart, separate and apart to make a
study and finding, without the benefit of
going through all these considerations
that are givea by these various commit-
tees, and then was authorized to make
certain reports to the President.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. CooPER]
has again expired.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yi;lsd the gentleman five additional min-
utes.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr. COOPER. 1 yield.

Mr. JOHNSON. Does the Tariff Com-
mission hold exhaustive hearings itself,
so they have ample data to give and to
advise?

Mr. COOFER. Oh, the Tariff Commis-
sion is a constantly continuing egency
that gives every possible thought and
consideration to tariff matters.

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Chair-
man will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOPER. I yield briefly.

Mr. COLE of New York. Will the gen-
tleman indicate to what extent, if at all,
the Tariff Commission has appeared be-
fore the Ways and Means Commitiee,
either this time or in previous years, and
expressed its views with respect to the
procedure by which these agreements are
made?

Mr. COOPER. Members of the Tariff
Commission, at least the chairman of the
Tarifi Commission, and I think other
commissioners, have appeared many
times in the past. None of them ap-
peared this time,

Mr. COLE of New York.
critical of the program?

Mr. COOFER. Oh, they have always
appeared in support of the program. The
chairman of the Commission has more
or less always taken the attitude: “I am

Were they
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here to give you any information, any
counsel that I can”; but he has always
supported the program,

We have heard considerable discussion
about the value of the trade-agreement
program to agriculture. Coming from
an agricultural district, I am intensely
interested in the welfare of our farmers,
and have worked for and supported all
agricultural legislation since I have been
privileged to serve in this body. It is my
conviction that this program is of greater
value to agriculture than most any part
of the life of this country. I invite your
attention to the hearings, and especially
to a statement by Mr. Kline, president of
the American Farm Bureau Federation,
who appeared before the committee in
support of the pending legislation.
Among other things he said:

No group in the United States has a greater
stake in maintaining a high level of exports
than American farmers. The American
farmer needs forelgn markets. In 1948 the
production of agricultural products was 28
percent above the prewar level.

Then, passing on to another point in
Mr. Kline’s statement, I quote:

We therefore support the continuation
of the Trade Agreements Act for another
8-year period, and the elimination of the re-
strictions enacted in the 1848 extension act,
which tend to hamper the successful opera-
tion of this program.

A great deal has been said from time
to time on the subject of wage scales in
this country and other countries of the
world. Iinvite attention to the fact that
it should be remembered that unit costs,
not wages, determine the competitive po-
sition of the manufacturers. Informa-
tion from our Department of Commerce
shows that the output per man-hour in
our factories is more than 50 percent
greater than in Canada, and more than
twice that in the United Kingdom. It is
generally conceded that in many indus-
tries we have the lowest production costs
in the world. This is confirmed by the
volume and diversity of our exports to
markets in which we compete on an equal
basis with other manufacturing nations.

Mr. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOPER. I yield.

Mr. GRANGER. I hate to take the
gentleman's thought off his present sub-
ject matter, but going back to this ques-
tion of the exception made in the case
of Cuba; that is a departure from the
favored-nations provisions of the act, is
it not? Do we make other exceptions?

Mr. CCCPER. We have given certain
consideration in the case of Cuba-for
many years.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Tennessee has again ex-
pired.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield five additional minutes to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee.

Mr, COOEFER, Mr. Chairman, I wish
very briefly to touch upon one phase that
is freguently mentioned and discussed,
and that is the most-favored-nations
policy. ¥You will recall that this was
initiated by that former distinguished
Secretary of State, Charles Evans
Huvghes. If has been followed through-
out the application of the reciprocal-
trade-agreements program, Some time
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ago a special study was made by the
State Department and the Tariff Com-
mission of the generalization of conces-
sions, and also the other side of the
question. Those investigations show
that the generalizations that we made
to other countries amounted to about
$30,000,000 in trade. On the other hand,
by that very generalization policy we
protected something like $250,000,000
worth of our own export trade. The
ratio stands about $9 in benefits that we
have received for every $1 of concessions

‘we have granted. A 9-to-1 advantage is

considered to be a pretty good trade.

Mr. Chairman, we realize, of course,
that at this critical time in the affairs of
the world this program is of greater im-
portance than it has ever been in the
past. We realize that we are now spend-
ing billions of dollars in the great Euro-
pean recovery program. This cannot
continue indefinitely. We must try to
see to it that international trade is re-
stored to the extent that those countries
now receiving financial aid from us will
be able to stand on their own feet. In
the European Recovery Act it is provided
that the countries receiving beneflts
thereunder shall make an effort to reduce
tariffs and trade barriers between them-
selves and with other countries of the
world. Certainly, it is very important
that we continue this program that
makes it possible for us to carry on for-
eign trade with other countries through-
out the world.

Mr, BOGGS of Louisiana, Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COCOPER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Louisiana.

Mr, BOGGS of Louisiana. Does the
gentleman feel that the European re-
covery program, which requires the re-
duction of trade barriers between Euro-
pean nations, can possibly succeed un-
less we in this country encourage that
by the adoption of this program?

Mr. COOPER. The gentleman is cor-
rect. This is a very vital par{ of our
international program. It perhaps
means more than any one particular
part of it and certainly we must go for-
ward with this program as it was orig-
inally conceived by the man who stands
out in bold relief as one of the greatest
statesmen of all the world, our former
colleague in this House, the distin-
guished Cordell Hull

The purpose of this bill is to extend
this program that has been tried and
found beneficial to the people of this
country as well as the other countries
of the world, and it should receive the
support of those in this Chamber who
have favored our international program.
This is perhaps the most important part
of our effort to bring about a proper
degree of recovery throughout the entire
world.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Tennessee has expired.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 20 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr, JENKINS].

Mr. JENEINS. Mr. Chairman, for a
few minutes I should like to reply to
some of the arguments advanced by my
very distinguished friend the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. Coorerl. The
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr, CooPER]
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sought to leave the impression that all
the agricultural organizations in the land
are in favor of the pending measure. As
far as I am concerned, I think the most
representative organization among the
farmers of the United States is the
Grange.

We had Mr. Goss, the distinguished
president of the Grange, before us and
here is what he stated, summing up his
appraisal of the situation:

We would much prefer to see the com-
mittee—

Meaning the Ways and Means Com-
mittee— .
devote its time to the enactment of such
legislation and let the present law stand
until a sound and effective tarif measure
can be passed.

By the words “present law” he means
the law passed by the Republican Eight-
ieth Congress.

There is in clear language what the
president of the Grange stated.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JENEINS. I yield to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from New York.

Mr. REED of New York. He also tes-
tified that the Grange had a member-
ship of 813,000 farmers?

Mr. JENKINS. That is right. I think
it is the oldest and largest of all the
farm organizations. I should also like to
reply to the argument of the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. CoorEr] when he
recited to us the wonderful and benefi-
cent effects of these trade agreements.
Here is a question I should like to direct
to anyone on the majority side. Is it not
a well-established fact that the tariffs
and trade barriers are higher against
us now in every country than they were
when we began to negotiate them?

Here is another thing I should like to
stress. It has been brought out before
our committee time after time, year after
year, that the tariff authorities have
never negotiated any rate upward. They
have always negotiated them downward,
There was a witness the other day who
said, “Yes, they have negotiated one rate
upward.” That was on sardines, They
have negotiated the rate on sardines up-
ward. But under questions from one of
our members he divided the sardines
into four groups and said that they
raised the rate on only one group, so
three-fourths of the sardines are in the
same class as everything else. They have
never raised a single tariff anywhere.
I can’t see how it could be consistent
with fair play or even the law of aver-
ages how these fellows who make these
agreements could possibly claim that
they were fair with our country when
they could not find where they could not
in one single instance give to our coun-
try a little increase in protection duties,

Why is this not reciprocal? Why is
it we have to pay what they all ask
every place? We take the short end of
the stick all the time and every place,
and if I am not stating the true facts
in reference to that, I invite you to re-
cite one single instance where these ac-
tivities have raised the duty at any time.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?
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Mr. JENKINS. I yield to the gentle~
man from Michigan,

Mr. CRAWFORD. Not only are those
rates higher but in addition—I want to
see if the gentleman agrees with this—
they impose currency controls against
us which have the effect of blocking the
movement of goods into those countries.

Mr. JENKINS. I cannot answer this
positively that all the countries have
manipulated their currency against us,
but in the majority of the cases it has
been done. ’

Mr. CRAWFORD. And our State De-
partment continually proceeds with a
program which encourages them in do-
ing that.

Mr. JENKINS. Yes, the gentleman is
absolutely right. Take Mexico. The
Mexican escape clause is considered the
prize agreement of all. That is consid-
ered the model escape clause., What has
Mexico done? Just deliberately walked
out of it. I do not think any country
in the whole world has kept this agree-
ment with us. We keep all our agree-
ments all the time, but they renege and
run out, and they change their currency
and do anything they please fo render
the agreement nugatory.

Let me say to my good friend the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. Coorer] I
am proud of him, because he always ex-
tols his Tellow Tennessean, Cordell Hull,
But, you know, I served with Cordell Hull,
and I served with Mr, JeErry COOPER.
To my mind the gentleman from Ten-
‘nessee [Mr. CooreEr] far surpasses Mr,
Hull both intellectually and as a states-
man.

Now, let us talk a little about these
negotiations. Someone asked the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. COOPER]
the guestion about how these negotia-
tions are entered into. His reply was
such that I cannot agree with it. These
negotiations are such that I am reminded
of the statement in the Bible where
speaking of man it says that he was
“fearfully and wonderfully made.” My
friends, I want to leave this thought with
you. We questioned dozens of men who
went down before these tariff commit-
tees, and we never found anybody yet
who has been satisfied. Without excep-
tion every person who discussed the ex-
periences that he had hefore these trade
commitiees said in effect that their ap-
pearance before those committees was
absolutely unsatisfactory. Now I would
like to ask my good friend, the gentle-
man from Arkansas [Mr. Miuisl, who
has been a member of the Ways and
Means Committee for a long time, did he
ever see anvbody or hear of anybody
that ever appeared before us that said
he was saticfied with the treatment he
received down before the trade com-
mittees?

Mr. MILLS, I will answer the gentle-
man by saying this——

Mr. JENKINS. Well, just answer me
positively “Yes" or “No" without making
a speech.

Mr. MILLS. Those who appeared be-
fore our committee in opposition to the
program——

Mr, JENKINS. In opposition or in
favor, Answer me the question that I
asked you. Did the gentleman ever hear
anybody say that he was satisfied, or
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defended the program in any way at any
time?

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman will re-
member Mr. Kline's statement, the head
of the American Farm Bureau, when he
said that they had been treated all right.
The gentleman will remember the state-
ment of Mr. Casey, representing the glove
industry, where he said that they had
been received properly.

Mr, JENKINS. Yes, but the gentle-
man knows that Mr. Casey was one of
the most ardent cpponents of this meas-
ure which the gentleman supports, that
ever appeared before our committee.

Mr. MILLS, The gentleman, of
course, knows that the man who has pro-
tection does not want to give it up.

Mr. JENKINS. Certainly, and he
ought not to be compelled to do so if
it will destroy his business. But he told
you at the same time that if he did not
get some protection, he was going to go
out of business, That is exactly what
he said. Now, if you want to take the re-
sponsibility for putting him out of busi-
ness, that is your responsibility.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr, JENKINS. I yield.

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman quite well
remembers that Mr. Casey was concerned
about imports from Japan; the program
of exporting from there conducted by
our own Army, 3

Mr. JENKINS. But this gentleman,
Mr. Casey, made a very fine statement
and came voluntarily. He made a state-
ment against the program that the ma-
jority is now favoring and he was bitterly
against it.

Now then, let me talk to you further
about these negotiations. This system
employed by these trade-agreement boys
of the State Department is about the
most un-American program that I have
ever heard. I repeat to you, we had
dozens of fine men, lawyers, agricultur-
ists, and businessmen come before us at
different times, and 2ll complained
against the treatment accorded them and
not a single person at any time ever said
he had fair treatment and not a single
person ever knew who considered the

‘statements and arguments made by

them, or ever knew who decided against
them and why the decision was made and
they got no advice or information of any
kind. They all said, “We go down there
and a couple of nice looking fellows come
out, and they are suave, and they are
nice. They sit there and we tell them our
story. They do not even pay much at-
tention to it. When we are through they
say we can go. We never hear another
thing about it. We do not know what
became of it.”

That is not right, that is not treating
our American taxpayer right, and it
cannot be made right until some change
is made.

Mr. McSWEENEY. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JENKINS. I yield to my friend
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. McSWEENEY, I remember the
old days under the tariff programs back
in the twenties when I was trying to
help the clay-products industry of our
State, with the cooperation of our then
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colleague from Ohio, Mr. Murphy. The
gentleman may remember him.

Mr, JENKINS. Hc was a great pro-
tectionist if there ever was one. You
did well to get his help.

Mr. McSWEENEY, We tried to get
his help in connection with the brick,
the clay-products industry, which is an
important industry in our State. We
could not get anywhere at that time, as
the gentleman may remember.

Mr. JENKINS. That is right.

Last week one of the big brick indus-
tries in my section suspended operation
temporarily, leaving 500 men out of em-
ployment. That is the result all over
this country because of this program.
You may wonder why I am a little zeal-
ous about this, I have hundreds of fine
men in my own district who make their
living working at brick and tile plants.
I am interested in them.

Mr. McSWEENEY. They were not
protected under the old system. i

Mr. JENKINS. I will come to that a
little later, when I talk about what is
on the free list. But I will say to the
gentleman that the duty on brick im-
portations is now only about one-half
of what it was at the time the gentleman
refers to.

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JENKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr, NICHOLSON. If this thing goes
through, will it not hurt the man who
labors with his hands in this country?

Mr. JENKINS. Most assuredly. Ev-
ervbody knows that the gentleman is
right in his viewpoint in that connection.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JENKINS. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS. Will the gentleman ad-
vise me just how high the tariff would
have to be to protect this brick concern
about which he is talking?

Mr. JENKINS. I donot know. I can-
not give the gentleman the exact figures.
But, as I have already said, the duty on
brick has been reduced about 50 per-
cent under these agreements. However,
I would do this, if I could., I would go
down there and ask them about it, or
somebody should, for if I went they
would nof tell me. I would never find
cut anything about it. Some of the
brick people ocut there just had to quit.
It was no use for them to come to Wash-
ingten. Oh, I know this is a free-trade
program. This is a free-trade Cordell
Hull program. Cordell Hull is probably
the greatest free-trader America ever
produced. This is Cordell Hull’s pro-
gram, There is no use to come to Wash-
ington. Everybody says you cannot get
any satisfaction in Washington.

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman is such
an able member of our committee, and
I mean that seriously, that I am cer-
tain he could obtain that information
from the Tariff Commission.

Mr, JENKINS, If I could relieve the
situation that I am talking about, if I
could bring to the American people the
Jjustice to which they are entitled in con-
nection with these matters and correct
the shame{ul conditions that go on down
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there, I would quit this House today
and go down there and do that job. I
would be doing the greatest service for
millions of our people that anybody has
done for a long time.

Mr. MILLS. Would the gentleman be
entirely satisfied if the House should
adopt the two amendments referred to
in the minority report on page 1? Would
the gentleman be entirely satisfied with
that program?

Mr. JENRINS. I would be satisfied
with that for 1 day’s work, tomorrow.
I hope we get it done. That will be a
fine day’s work for 1 day, but I would not
stop at that. I would do many other
things against which our people are com-
plaining, Many businessmen in the
country are afraid to make their protests
down here in Washington because they
fear reprisals.

Mr, MILLS. The gentleman might be
satisfied on Wednesday, but he might not
be satisfied on Thursday?

Mr. JENKINS. I would go further.
I would do good on Wednesday, and then
do more on Thursday.

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman would
have some more amendments on Thurs-
day?

Mr. JENKINS. That is right; we
agree.

Mr. NICHOLSON. If the gentleman
will yield further, may I say that I am
for anything that will help industry or
the people who work in this country. If
anybody is going to walk the streets, I
would prefer that they walk in foreign
countries, not in our country.

Mr., JENKINS. We both agree ex-
actly.

May I take up now, the allusion that
was made to Mr. McKinley’s position. I
do this in all humility because there Is
no guestion about Mr. McKinley's great
ahility and his position on the question
of protective tariff. There is no ques-
tion but that Mr. McKinley was the
greatest tariff expert of his generation.

Mr. McKinley gave us the word “reci-
procity.” This is where it came from.
Then as now, sometimes, I think we talk
too much about the tariff, because 65 per-
cent of all the commodities that come
into the country come in free. Sixty-
five percent of all our trade with all the
nations comes in free of any tariff at all.
That percentage was very great in Mr.
McKinley's time, also, but Mr. McKin-
ley advanced a program and said some-
thing to this effect: If we are going to
let these people come in free with all
their goods from all over the world, why
not demand a little reciprocity? And
we did demand a little reciprocity.

McKinley's theory always was—and
even up to the day that he was assassi-
nated at Buffalo, he had never retreated
from that position—that reciprocity was
advisable if it would be reciprccal by
both parties and also that the measure
of the tariff should be the difference be-
tween the cost of production in our
country and the cost of production in
the country from which the goods came.
That was his policy all the time. That
is our policy and that is my policy today.
The only change is a change due to the
change of world conditions. It was our
duty to help some of the war-torn
couniries to reestablish themseives but
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when they became reestablished it is not
necessary for us to admit free their prod-
ucts in competition with our products.
Let me answer if I may a few of the
arguments made by my distinguished
friend, the gentleman from North Caro-
lina [Mr. DovcHTON]. I yield to no one
in paying my respects to this distin-
guished gentleman who has lived and
worked among us many, many years.
He has been in Congress probably longer
than some of our new Members have
been on earth. But the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. DouecHTOoN] laid
great stress on, and so many Members
speaking on the Democratic side talk so
much about, the Smoot-Hawley law.
Some of our new Members have come
here and have heard people talk about
that law. You have made speeches
against the Smoot-Hawley law year after
year and year after year. Do you not
know that nobody on your side ever since

.the Smoot-Hawley law was passed has

ever come up here with a bill to repeal
it? No, you have not. Why does not
somebody come up with a measure to
repeal this nefaricus monstrosity?

Nobody ever has had the temerity to
do it. Why, today in practically all of
the procedures under which the Tariff
Commission operates they operate under
that law.

What is the use in hashing up things
that are of no consequence at all today,
because if there is anything wrong about
it, why do you not take it out? Nobody
has ever tried to do it.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, JENKINS. I yield.

Mr. CAMP. Does not the gentleman
know that the very purpose of the act
which we are extending here is to per-
mit the President to reduce the rate in
the Smoot-Hawley bill where he thinks
it is for the benefit of trade?

Mr. JENKINS. May I say to my friend
that that is what I have been complain-
ing about. The President and the Com-
mission have a right to reduce these rates
and they have been reducing and reduc-
ing and reducing.

He also has the right to increase the
rates, but he has never increased them
in a single instance.

Mr. CAMP. But his action has been
on the basis of McKinley's policy of
reciprocity of which you are in favor.

Mr. JENKINS. Yes; but that reci-
procity applies to us as well, as 1 said
before. When we give our market, which
is by far the greatest market on earth,
to the world and when we say to the
whole world that 65 percent of every-
thing that comes in can come in free,
when we give them something, do you
not think that they ought to give us
something?

Mr. CAMP. OfcourseIdo. And that
is why we have reciprccal trade so we
can get some benefits.

Mr. JENKINS. That is right, and that
is what I think, too. But we do not
have an organization that can give us
that and we never have had.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JENKINS. I yield.

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman confuses
me somewhat. He complains of the fact
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that we have not repealed the Smoot-
Hawley Tariff Act and in the next breath
he complains because the tariff rates in
the United States are equal to or under
the Underwood Tariff Act rate. It
seems to me that we have not only re-
pealed the Smoot-Hawley tariff rates,
but repealed other rates.

Mr. JENEKINS. Yes; but you are re-
pealing all"the time without any con-
sideration of the consequences. That is
the way you have. drawn your agree-
ments and when they commence to pinch
these foreign countries, they squeal out
of it. You do nothing about it and our
industry has had to bear the brunt of it
and take the consequences.

Mr. MILLS. Does the gentleman con-
tend that nothing can be done about it?

Mr. JENKINS. Why certainly, if this
bill passes. Our amendments would
help a great deal.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JENKINS. 1 yield.

Mr. REED of New York. I remember
what the distinguished Henry Rainey,
who was leader on that side of the House
many years ago, said on the floor. He
said, “You talk about repealing the Tariff
Act. Why, the Republicans will not do
it, and we do not dare.”

Mr. McSWEENEY. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JENKINS. 1 yield.

Mr. McSWEENEY. Has not the de-
monetization of the dollar made effective
tariffs on an ad valorem basis much more
effective than they would have been be-
fore the demonetization of the dollar?

Mr., JENKINS. I do not know how
that would work out in figures, but I
just know how they do in other parts
of the world. I know how they manipu-
late their currency. They make the
contract with us first and then they
manipulate the currency to suit the con-
tract. That is the way they do it.
And do not forget that. That is one of
the greatest factors in business activity
in the world today—the manipulation of
currency in foreign countries,

If T may proceed. I have listened to
some pretty spurious arguments. I want
to answer them, because I think I have
the answer right here in the book.

Nearly every New Dealer who discusses
the reciprocal-trade agreements says
something to this effect, “Well, is it not
true that business between our country
and the foreign countries increased in
every case as we made these trade arree-
ments?”’

They say that in every case, when we
made a trade agreement, business in-
creased with that country and it did not
increase with other countries.

Now, let me give you the facts with
reference to Norway and Sweden for in-
stance. We made a contract with
Sweden and we did not make one with
Norway. Our business with Norway in-
creased more than it did with Sweden, in
the same time. Now, why do you make
such arguments as that when they are
absolutely not borne out by the facts?

Let us take Argentina and Brazil. We
make a contract with Brazil and we do
not meke a contract with Argentina.
Our trade with Argentina far surpasses

Chairman,



1949

our trade with Brazil in the same time.
Let us go to Venezuela and Colombia.
The same thing applies there. We make
a trade treaty with Colombia and we do
not make one with Venezuela. Business
with Venezuela increased far more than
it did with Colombia.

So why do you make such arguments?
Why do you make arguments with refer-
ence to certain periods of inactivity?
They say, “Mr. Hoover’s time. Mr.
Hoover's time.” . His time terminated in
1832. We had a Democratic Congress in
1030. When did WPA come into exist-
ence? Who ever heard of WPA up until
that time?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. JENKINS] has
expired,

Mr.  REED of New York. Mr, Chair-
msan, I yield the gentleman one  -addi-
tional minute. 4

Mr, JENKINS. The Hull reciprocal-
trade agreements were in effect in 1935,
1936, and 1937, when WPA was in effect
and employed more people than any other
industry.  What good did the trade
agreements do to the country when they
were first passed? I do not say that
WPA came on because of these agree-
ments, but I say that these agreements
did not do for the country what you
claim they did. Mr. Chairman, I hope to
develop some of these matters further as
this debate progresses. I am sorry that
my time has expired.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Ohio has again expired.

Mr. DOUGHTON, Mr.  Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr, DINGeLL].
" Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, you
will recall that during the very first days
of this session, I introduced a resolution
providing for a permanent delegation to
the President of authority to enter into
trade agreements with foreien countries.
Under my bill, it would no longer have
heen necessary for Congress to press leg-
islation every 2 or 3 years to keep the
Reciprocal Trade Act alive. However,
the Congress would have continued to
keep a close eye on the President’s exer-
cise of this authority through investiga-
tory supervision.

I still maintain that there is considera-
ble merit in my resolution. However, as
a result of the hearings held by the Ways
and Means Committee and of the im-
portant revelations that were made there
by the technicians and experts in charge
of the day-to-day operations of the
trade-zgreement program, I have decided
to support in full the committee bill.

I am supporting the committee bill for
three important reasons:

First. The Hull reciprocal-trade pro=
gram was one of the vital issues in the
recent election. The people have re-
pudiated the crippling amendments made
by the Republican Eightieth Congress by
refusing to reelect both the chairman of
the Committee on Ways and Means and
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Tariff and Reciprocal Trade. - The author
of the Gearhart bill and many who sus-
tained him have been defeated at the
polls, The plunderbund of Smoot-Haw-
ley high~tariff boys, the American Tariff
League and the Grundyites of reaction-

.
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ary republicanism, has been decisively
checkmated.

The farmers, the housewlives, and the
labor unionists—all those members of the
consuming public who played their part
in bringing about this repudiation at the
polls—have a right to expect prompt ac-
tion on our part to restore the Hull pro-
gram. I would be the last one to stand
in the way of such positive action. Per-
haps at a later date, when there is more
time, the merits of my resolution can be
discussed at greater length.

Second. Time is of great importance
in regard to this legislation. Early in
April very extensive tariff negotiations
are scheduled fo commence in Annecy,
France, close to the Swiss border. It is
essential that the United States play its
full and unfettered part in these negotia-
tions. Thirteen additional countries
have indicated a desire to participate in
the General Agreements on Tariffs and
Trade, concluded in the autumn of 1947
between the United States and 22 other
countries.

The general agreement is the most im-
portant and comprehensive trade agree-
ment in history. By this agreement 23
nations agreed to reduce their tarifis or
to maintain low tarifis or none af all on
a wide variety of products., The products
affected accounted in 1938 for over half
of the world’s international trade. In
addition, the agreement includes commit-
ments to curb the use of other trade
restrictions, such as import quotas, and
to limit various kinds of discrimination,
such as preferental treatment of imports
from one country as against those from
another. Never before have so many na-
tions combined in such an intensive effort
to reduce barriers to trade.

The extension of this agreement to 13
new countries is consequently a very im-
portant step in the series of moves which
the United States is making to remove
barriers which stand as unnecessary ob-
stacles to the building of a more stable
and a more prosperous world.

We know that unless nations can sell
each other products of their agriculture,
labor, and industry to the greatest pos-
sible extent, there can be no sure foun-
dation for economic or political peace.
We know that unless trade resirictions
are relaxed, the lot of the private trader
in international trade will become in-
creasingly difiicult. We know that unless
world trade is increased, the tremendous
investment we are making in the Euro-
pean recovery program will be largely
wasted.

Preparations for tariff negotiations
take time—particularly when a large
number of countries are involved. Plan-
ning for the April negotiations has been
going on for over 6 months. The effec~
tiveness of United States participation in
the negotiations has been drastically
hampered, despite the best efforts of the
technicians, by the restrictive provisions
and limited extension of the present
trade-agreements law. Faced with un=-
certainty as to the status of the law after
June 30, foreign countries unquestion-
ably have been more reluctant to plan
important and far-reaching commit=
ments than they otherwise would have
been. Faced with the prospects of nig-

gardly cffers, limited by the United
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States Tariff Commission’s overcautious
peril points, foreign countries must be
contemplating niggardly offers in turn,
which would result in a niggardly at-
tempt to reduce world trade barriers.

. This is no time for niggardly attempts
to solve basic world problems. Bold and
imaginative steps, offset by reciprocal
action, must be taken and taken now, not
next year or the year afterward. Real-
izing this as I do, and recognizing that
the April negotiations should not be post-
pened until we decide upon a new basic
trade-agreements law, I am willing to
defer consideration of my resolution for a
permanent trade-agreements act until a
more suitable time.

Third. There is still one last reason
why I am supporiing unchanged the
committee bill at this time. It has todo
with the attitude of people throughout
the world, toward the Uniied States.
They are wondering how quickly and to
what degree the Eighty-first Congress
can reverse the reactionary isolationist
trend started by the unlamented Repub-
lican Eightieth Congress, Today we face
the first test. We can show the world
the temper of this new Congress, and by
the number of votes cast for this resolu-
tion we can make a concrete demonstra-
tion which will be talked about in Mos-
cow, in New Delhi, in Cairo, and in all of
the capitals of the earth. By this vote
and by the speed with which we act we
can show again that America is alive to
the grave economic problems facing the
peoples in most of the world outside our
frontiers and that we are prepared to do
our fair share toward helping to solve
these problems. We can effectively take
the wind out of the sails of those who
keep propagandizing the colonial peoples,
to the rising younger nationalities, and
to the poverty-ridden everywhere. We
can say with reason and with confidence,
pointing to this law and the action that
will be taken under it, that this country
will continue to do its share and more
than its share to the end that men every-
where will have a better chance for eco~
nomic as well as political freedom in the
yvears immediately ahead. We will thus
assure the peaceful and economic future
of Amerieca; of this there can be no doubt.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want fo read
into the Recorp a statement by the De=
troit Board of Commerce. It constitutes
unchallengeable and documentary evi-
dence the wvalue and effectiveness of
which cannot be refuted.

DETROIT BOARD OF COMMERCE,
Detroit, Mich., February 4, 1949.
STATEMENT oN EXTENSION OF THE RECIFROCAL

TRADE AGREEMENTS ACT ON BEHALF OF THE

DETROIT BOARD OF COMMERCE
To Members of the House Ways and Means

Committee:

The world afiairs committee of the Detroit
Board of Commerce has always, in the past,
strongly supported the reciprocal-trade-
agreements program. In conformance with
the traditional policy, the world affairs com=-
mittee respectfully urges that H. R. 1211 be
favorably reported by your committee and be
passed by Congress,

DETROIT AND MICHIGAN'S INTEREST IN WORLD
TRADE

The city of Detroit and the State of Mich=
igan both bave a vital interest in a success-
ful trade-agreements program, The follow=
ing facts indieate the paramount importance
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of a healthy world trade to the economy of
this area: | h

1. The Detroit area is the world’s largest
producer of industrial products for export.

2. Over 900 Michigan firms are actively en-
gaged in some form of world trade.

3. It has been estimated that one out of
every seven dollars spent in this area was de-
rived from forelgn sales.

4, More than 300 imported items are neces«
sary for the production of automobiles in
Detroit.

5. Many chemical, pharmaceutical, paint,
machinery, and other industrial firms in this
area are dependent upon imported raw mate-
rials.

6. Over 100 oceangoing steamship com-
panies maintain offices in Detroit.

7. During the navigation season ocean-
going vessels ply the waters between the port
of Detroit and the ports of Denmark, Sweden,
Norway, Holland, Belgium, England, Ven-
ezuela, and Colombia,

8. Air lines connect Detroit with nearly
every major commercial center in the world,

Michigan fathered modern industrializa-
tion with the development of mass produc=
tion methods in the automotive industry.
With this development came the need of
mass consumption and mass markets. A de-
cline in consumption or a limitation of mar-
kets wreaks havoc upon our industrial so-
clety. Thousands of workers become idle,
expensive equipment and machinery lies use-
less, purchasing power declines, and the re=
sultant economic stagnation creates a tre-
mendous burden for the clty, State, and Fed-
eral Governments., Both agricultural and in-
dustrial interests suffer. Detroit industries
believe every effort must be made for the
expansion of world trade and the mainte-
nance of world markets. A workable recip-
rocal-trade-agreements program can con-
tribute to the realization of this goal.

The catastrophic effects of the last war
have made it difficult for many nations of
the world to compete in the world's markets
or to purchase the products we produce.
Dollar shortages have appeared in every cor-
ner of the globe giving an impetus to the
demand for increased tariff walls, quota re-
strictions, preferential tariffs, reglonal trade
systems, bilateral trade agreements, exchange
controls, and other types of trade barriers.
These are largely designed to limit United
States participation in the exploitation of
world markets. We believe the reciprocal
trade agreements program is an effective
method of combating the present trend.

Opponents of the reciprocal trade agree-
ments program argue that the curtailment
of our export trade would have little effect
upon our economy as it represents only about
10 percent of our total production. They
claim that increased imports of products
produced by cheap labor will cause unem=-
ployment and economic hardship to both
labor and industry groups in the United
States.

Though our exports may represent only
about 10 percent of production, that 10 per-
cent may often be the difference between
profit and loss. It may represent an in-
creased volume of production making possi-
ble a lower per unit cost. It affords stabil-
ity to Detroit manufacturers and labor by
mitigating the effects of slack periods in the
domestic market. During severe depressions
in the domestic market, export has made
possible the continued operation of a number
of Detroit industries that might otherwise
have had to close down operations,

The claim that the importation of products
produced by so-called cheap labor will be
injurious to employment in this country is
fallacious. Foreign labor is not cheap, Pro-
ductivity as well as wages determines value
of labor. The employees of Detroit indus-
tries, as a result of the heavy investment in
equipment, tocls, and machinery and im-

techniques of production, are com-
petitive with other labor groups.all over the
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world, On the cother hand, the undue pro=-

tection of uncompetitive labor in other do-

mestic industries results in a lower standard

of living and the limitation of markets to the

detriment of the more economic industries.
CONCLUSION

Trade agreements executed in the past
have been beneficial to a great majority of
Detroit and Michigan Industries. Agricul-
tural interest has also benefited from the
reciprocal trade agreements program.

Never before in history has the need for a
healthy world economy been as apparent as
it is today. - Nations throughout the world
need the products and the production know-
how available here in Detroit for the re-
habilitation and the reconstruction of their
war-torn Communist-threatened economies,
We cannot afford to refuse their demands.
On the other hand, we cannot afford to con-
tinue indefinitely the process of giving away
the bulk of our exports without receiving
payment as has been the case in the past.
It is imperative that markets for the world
be opened to Detroit and Michigan indus-
tries and that the means of payment for
these products be avallable, thus relieving
the American taxpayer of the burden of pay-
ing for our own exports.

Therefore, the world affairs committee of
the Detrolt Board of Commerce urges the
Ways and Means Committee to favorably re-
port on H. R 1211 and ‘it be passed by
Congress.

Respectfully submitted.

WorLD AFFaiRs COMMITTEE, DETROIT
Boarp oF COMMERCE,
RicHARD B. Frost, Secretery.
VERIFICATION
STATE OF MICHIGAN,
County of Wayne:

Personally appeared before the under-
signed authority, Richard B. Frost, who be-
ing first duly sworn, deposes and says that
he is secretary of the world affairs committee
of the Detroit Board of Commerce, Detroit,
Mich., and that he executed the foregoing
instrument and that the allegations of fact
therein are true and correct to the best of
his knowledge and belief.

RicHARD B. FPROST,

Secretary, World Affairs Committee,

Detroit Board of Commerce.
Sworn to and subscribed before me this
4th day of February 1949,
NicHoLAs J. RINT,
Notary Public, Wayne County,
State of Michigan.
My commission expires November 23, 1952,

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. Campr].

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, the pres-
ent joint resolution to extend the author-
ity of the President under section 350 of
the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended,
which, if passed, will enable the Presi-
dent through the Secretary of State, to
continue for another 3-year period to
enter into foreign-trade agreements or
reciprocal trade agreements, is as im-
portant legislation as will come before
this session of Congress. It affects the
prosperity of every American. To my
way of thinking, it is the greatest hope
we have of keeping up our present high
levels of employment as well as the high
income of farms, mines, and factories.

There was a time when our foreign
trade was of such proportions that the
specter of unemployment was unknown
and the worry of our cotton and grain
farmers was not the question of markets
but the problem of supplying the world
demand. Ships bearing cargoes of
American manufactured goods and agri-
cultural products sailed the seven seas,
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our ports were beehives of commercial
activity, and our people enjoyed a firm
and stable prosperity.

In other words, we traded with the
world. We brought to our country goods
from all over the world, and we sold to
the world our entire surplus of manu-
factured goods and agricultural products.

In 1933 the new administration at
Washington began a study of the causes
of the loss of our world trade. The
President had called to his aid as Sec-
retary of State a statesman who had
given many years of his life to the study
of world trade and tariffs and who had
foreseen the inevitable result of the
iniquitous tariff policy of the Govern-
ment under the Republican administra-
tions. This quiet and studious man from
the rugged State of Tennessee, Hon. Cor-
dell Hull, believed that by making recip-
rocal treaties with the foreign countries
much of our trade could be revived and
prosperity gradually brought back. So
the Congress passed the act of June 12,
1934, empowering the President to make
these reciprocal trade agreements.

What are these trade agreements?
They are nothing more nor less than a
method of breaking up the log jam and
opening up the trade channels between
our country and the other countries of
the world.

Some people have an erroneous idea of
the meaning of foreign or world trade.
They seem to cling to the idea that trad-
ing with the world means selling the
rest of the world our goods without buy-
ing any of theirs. Trading means the
exchange of goods for goods—just as
the farmer takes his produce to town
and exchanges it for the supplies he
needs, as the trapper on the frontier
used to exchange his furs for food and
clothing. So we see that if we will have
world trade we must take the goods and
products of other countries in exchange
for ours. We must buy as well as sell.
To revive this trading a Democratic ad-
ministration devised these reciprocal
trade agreements. These agreements
made it easier for the foreign buyers of
our goods to find a market for their
goods here. Each one provides increased
opportunities for a country te expand its
purchases of our goods; provides that the
trade of one country shall be treated
fairly by the other country to the agree-
ment relative to the trade of a third
;:luuntry. thereby preventing discrimina-

on.

These trade treaties became necessary
because as we built high tariff walls in
this country, other countries of the world
retaliated by building high tariff walls
against our goods and these tariffs be-
came formidable barriers to world trade.
It was found to be impossible to get rid
of all these trade barriers at once, but
these trade agreements, by reducing our
tariffs on some goods in exchange for an
agreement on the part of another coun-
try to reduce its tariffs and other re-
strictions on our goods, encouraged
trade instead of discouraging it.

These trade agreements are openly
and fairly made. A clear description of
the method of their negotiation is as
follows:

Before we enter into trade-agreement
negotiations with a country, public an-
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nouncement is made of our intention to
do so. The trade-agreements work is
conducted by the Trade Agreements
Committee, an interdepartmental under-
taking in which participate the Depart-
ments of State, Treasury, Agriculture,
and Commerce, and the Tariff Commis-
sion. " This committee is made up of non-
partisan experts, men of experience and
judgment in foreign trade, who have no
interest in anything except what is best
for the country as a whole.

‘As a result of study of the trade and
products of the two countries, there is
published at the time announcement is
made of intention to negofiate a trade
agreement a list of products in respect
of which we will consider making con-
cessions to the other country.

‘When these products have been an-
nounced in this open and aboveboard
manner, so that everybody who produces
or deals in these products may know
about it, then a date is set when all in-
terested persons may be heard. If you
do not think a product in which you are
interested should be included in these
negotiations, you have a fuil chance to
say so. You can appear before the Com-
mittee for Reciprocity Information at
public hearings in Washington and state
your case, or you can file a written brief
of your arguments and have them care-
fully considered. In one way or another
everybody affected has a chance to be
heard—an equal chance. There are no
buck-door methods; no chances for lob-
byists to exert political pressure; no
secret deals or swaps.

Why has the trade agreements pro-
gram become so universally accepted?
Even men who have made a career out of
fighting the program no longer speak of
outright repeal of the Trade Agreements
Act. They only dare use the back door
and try to weaken the program through
crippling amendments.

The reason why trade agreements are
today so universally acclaimed is not hard
to find, Trade agreements make a Vi-
tally important contribution both to our
domestic prosperity and to the success
of our foreign policy. Let us consider
how this is so.

First, as to our domestic prosperity.
America is now the world’s largest for-
eign trading nation; our domestic econ-
omy is geared into the world economy.
We need to export to keep our present
high level of production. A falling off
of exports of just one product has effects
which reverberate throughout our econ-
omy. But if we want to continue our ex-
ports we must also be willing to import.
We cannot sell unless we tuy. Further-
more, imports are valuable in their own
right because they raise our standard of
living and supply us with raw materials
on which our production depends. A
large volume of both exports and imports
is therefore essential to our domestic
prosperity. What is the best way to in-
sure that this volume will be large? Ob-
viously by reducing trade barriers and al-
lowing the forces of competition to deter-
mine the flow of goods among nations.
Trade agreements are designed to ac-
complish just this. '

There is ancther reason why trade
agreements are vitally important. to our
domestic economy. We in America be=
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lieve in the system of free competition.
We know that America owes its economic
strength to that system. Trade among
nations today is not iree, but is largely
regulated and controlled by govern-
ments through bilateral agreements, ex-
change controls, and quotas. When na-
tions regulate and contral their foreign
trade in this fashion, they sconer or later
find it necessary to control their domes-
tic trade as well. If our system of free
competition is to survive and if our own
prosperity is to continue, we must con-
vince the world of the value of reducing
and eliminating these governmentally-
imposed barriers to trade. The trade
agreements program has been invaluable
for teaching this lesson to the world.
With its aid, we have led in the fight to
reduce and eliminate controls and barri-
ers on international trade. We must
continue to lead in this fight if we want to
convince the worla of the superiority of
our economic system.

No one can question, therefore, the
value of trade agreements to our do-
mestic economy. This alone would be
sufficient reason for renewal of the act.
But it is when we turn to foreign policy
that the case for trade agreements be-
comes overwhelmingly convincing.

Our foreign policy aims at the estab-
lishment of a peaceful world in which
democratie, free institutions flourish.
QOur economic foreign policy supports
this ultimate goal by creating the pros-
perity and economic stability which is
the surest foundation upon which to
build a peaceful, democratic, and free
world.

The great depression and World War
II made the goals of our economic policy
difficult to achieve. The depression left
a heritage of economic controls. The
war added to these controls and leff
many other sears on the world economy.
The industrial plants of many nations
were nearly destroyed, transportation
and normal business channels were dis-
rupted, and basic commodies were in se-
verely short supply. Faced with such
conditions, war-torn nations could take
no other source of action but to invoke
controls, make barter deals, and resort
to a host of other restrictive devices.
When trade is artificially channeled, the
volume of trade falls off and the flow of
goods slows down to a trickle. Most of
these countries recognized that the con-
trols which they imposed were not go-
ing to assist them in the permanent so-
Jution of their problems but they were
not in a strong enough economic position
to take any other course of action.

American economic policy is aimed at
breaking down these depression-born
and war-fostered barriers which block
the flow of goods and deny fo the world
the prosperity which comes from a mu-
tual sharing of goods. We are in a
strong enough economic position to take
the lead. We have obtained, in the last
few years, some very important commit~
ments to remove these conirols just as
soon as it is economically practicable
and possible fo doso. Trade agreements
have proved to be one of the most ef-
fective. weapons in this battle against
trade barriers and.in obtaining these
significant commitments.
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Furthermore, trade agreements have
stood the test of time; they have been in
suceessful operation for 15 years. Trade
agreements are concrete and down to
earth; they face the problem squarely
by reducing specific barriers on specific
goods.

Trade agreements are not the only
means We are using te achieve the goals
of our economic foreign policy. We also.
have the International Monetary Fund
and the International Bank, the vitally
important European reconstruction pro-
gram and the proposed International
Trade Organization. The trade-agree-
ments program is interlocked with these
programs. The success of one depends
upon the success of the other.

The International Monetary Fund and
the International Bank for Reconstruc-
tion and Development are designed to
estaldish financial conditions that will
contribute to a maximum expansion of
world trade. The function of the fund
is to prevent abnormal fluctuations in
exchange rates. The bank reinforces
the efforts of the fund by granting long-
term loans to war-devastated and eco-
nomically underdeveloped countries.
Thus, both institutions supplement each
other and assist in expanding trade.

The Foreign Assistance Act of 1948
provides that nations participating in
the recovery effort must cooperate tfo
reduce trade barriers. The United
States should be the leader in carrying
this out. By enacting strong trade
agreement legislation, we can show that
we mean business when we talk about
reducing trade barriers. Furthermore,
the long-run success of the European
recovery program hinges on reduced
trade barriers. The goal of the program
is to make the countries of Europe self-
supporting. If they are to pay for what
they buy, they will have to earn by sell-
ing to other countries. Such selling
would be impossible if the channels of
trade are clogged with barriers.

The proposed International Trade
Organization is another vitally impor-
tant arm of our foreign economic policy.
We have been the leaders in persuading
the world to accept the code of fair
trade practices embodied in the ITO
Charter, and that charter stresses that
member couniries shall negotiate for
reduction of trade barriers. We need a
workable and effective Trade Agree-
ments Act as the authorization to carry
out this undertaking.

But trade agreements do more than
help us establish world prosperity and
economic stability. They contribute to
the ultimate goal of our foreign policy
—the establishment of a free and peace-
ful world, in which democratic institu-
tions flourish., Trade agreements help
in two ways. First, they coniribute to
peace by reducing and limiting the use
of trade barriers which are a major
source of friction among nations. Sec-
ond, they contribute to freedom and
democracy’ by bringing the internal
prosperity which is the besi antidote to
communism.

It is this, in the last analysis, which is
the most compelling reason for the con-
tinuance of a strong trade agreements
program. We have become the rallying
point for the free nations of the world.
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The free world looks to us for leader-
ship. Every move we make is watched.
If we make one faltering step, incalcu-
lable harm may be done. In the eyes of
the world, a weak Trade Agreements Act
is such a faltering step. A strong 3-
year Trade Agreements Act, on the other
hand, would be a clear sign that we are
continuing resolutely on the course we
have set for ourselves and our friends.

I have listened with interest to some
of the arsuments of those who do not
favor the reciprocal-trade-agreements
program. I have heard them say that
the Smoot-Hawley tariff bill of 1930 had
not been repealed. I cannot understand
why they protest for under this recipro-
cal-trade-agreements program it has
been effectually and properly repealed.
- Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, CAMP. 1 yield.

Mr. NICHOLSON. I wish to ask the
gentleman why it is that we have to pay
35 and 40 cents for a package of Pied-
monts, Camels, or Lucky Strike cigarettes
up in Canada. The gentleman is talk-
ing about reciprocity. Will he tell me
why we have to do that?

Mr. CAMP. I do not know anything
about the price of things in Canada or
how the prices are made up. I do know
that our trade agreement with Canada
has given us great concessions, and that
we are now exporting to Canada a great
quantity of agricultural products from
my section of the country that we did not
export to them before our trade agree-
ment with them. I do not know what
part of the price of cigarettes in Canada
is tax, but I do know that when you buy
a package in the United States some
three-quarters or more of the price is
made up of tax.

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr. CAMP. Yes; I will yield to the
gentleman; but remember I do not haye
very much time, and I do not want to
spend it all in a dialogue with one
Member.

Mr. NICHOLSON. I do not desire to
take any of the gentleman's time because
I believe that tobacco, cotton, and the
other commodities that we raise here
should be protected in these United
States. Furthermore, if the gentleman
ever went into a foreign country he would
know that we cannot sell tobacco, cot-
ton, or anything else because there is no
reciprocity in the other countries.

Mr. CAMP. I donot know what coun-
tries the gentleman refers to; but we are
trying our dead level best to get reciproc-
ity with all countries. If you kill this
bill you will destroy the only means you
have of obtaining reciprocity.

Now, my good friend whom I respect
very greatly, the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. JENKINS] asked my colleague from
Arkansas if he has ever seen anybedy
satisfied who came before our committee.
I will ask him this: Have you ever heard
any of these people who came before us
who did not start off just like our con-
stituents back home used to talk to us
about the price-control bill: “Oh, I am
in favor of price control but—"? They
say, “Oh, yes; I am in favor of the Trade
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Agreements Act, but—"; and we are all
in favor of it; are we not?
Mr. JENKINS. Mr, Chairman, will

the gentleman yield?

Mr. CAMP. I yield.

Mr. JENKINS. I am surprised at the
gentleman because he is one of the
brightest men in this House. I did not
say anything about them being dissatis-
fied with coming before our committee.
I said they were dissatisfied with going
down to the tariff people.

Mr. CAMP, Oh,Iam talking about the
reciprocal-trade-agreements program.

Mr. Chairman, last Christmas a year
ago I wanted to give my wife some dishes.
She had asked for some chinaware a
month or two before, and I thought I
would kill two birds with one stone by
giving them to her on Christmas. So
I went into a store here in Washington
and asked for chinaware. They were
very nice to me. They took me over and
introduced me to the head of the depart-
ment. He said, “Mr. Camp, I am ashamed
to take you into our department. We do
not have anything.” So I went over to
another large store and told the lady clerk
that I wanted to give my wife some nice
china for Christmas. “Oh, well,” she
says, “we have got just one set.” So you
see that one of the largest department
stores here in Washington had only one
set to offer.

Well, I thought that was bad. I

thought there must be 2 good demand for
chinaware in Washington, and perhaps
I could get it in Atlanta. So I went into
a store in Atlanta and the same thing
was told me.
- Yet here last year when we had hear-
ings, the chinaware men came before us
scared to death of this trade agreements
act.- I asked one the question, “Are you
selling your preduct?” “Yes.” “Do you
have any unfilled orders?” “Oh, yes,
for a year or two.” “Well, what is the
matter with you?”

Mr. Chairman, the whole trouble is
fear. We recently had a great man in
this country who used to say that fear
was the greatest enemy of mankind.
These people are afraid that in some 5
or 10 years from now or maybe in 3 years
from now they will catch up on the back-
log of orders and some Frenchman might
send in a litfle beautiful chinaware and
it might be sold to a man who wants to
give his wife a Christmas present, who
could not otherwise find the china. If
we will take some of this product that
can be sold here and not hurt our china-
ware manufacturers, and ship them some
bales of cotton over there, or some cheese,
or something else we can spare, we will
be helping the American farmer and at
the same time satisfying the man who
wants to give his wife a present.

I cannot understand how anybody can
possibly oppose a program so fairly ad-
ministered. You talk about not getting
satisfaction from the Tariff Commission
or the Trade Agreements Administration.
Why, under this law the Tariff Commis-
sion, the Army and Navy, the military
establishments, the Department of Agri-
culture, the Department of Commerce
jointly with the Secretary of State hold
hearings. They meet and work out each
item on the list and before they will ne-

-a market for our surpluses,
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gotiate an agreement they publish to alt
the manufacturers of products to be in-
cluded or, if an agricultural product, to
all of the producers of it a list of the
articles they are going to talk about.
They invite those people to appear he-
fore the committee.

There was a time when people came to
America in search of every product we
produced. There was a time when my
great State of Georgia had British agents
going over it begging our farmers to plant
more acres of cotton so they could get the
cotton. That same thing brought about
the greatest expansion of trade that any
State has ever enjoyed. During that
time when we eould sell all we could pro-
duce and the world market would take
everything we had to offer, my State
built the first railroad that was ever built
in the United States. Fifty miles long,
and later the first one that was 100 miles
long. We built in our own docks with
Georgia money the first steamship that
ever crossed the Atlantic Ocean. The
reason was we had a market for what we
produced. But when times changed, and
our surplus crops could not be sold abroad
it stagnated the home market, and no
section of this land has suffered more
from the loss of export markets than my
section.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Georgia has expired,

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the gentleman five additional min-
utes.

Mr. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CAMP. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Utah.

Mr. GRANGER. I just want to say
this to the gentleman and to the com-
mittee. The question has been raised
here by the gentleman from Ohio, who
refused to yield to me, and I think there
is some substance to that, as to the re-
ception that is given to Members of Con-
gress down before the Reciprocal Trade
Committee. It seems when you go down
there that they are not interested; they
are just about as warm and responsive
and receptive as a frozen Eskimo. They
evidently do not care anything about
what you say there, or, at least, that is
the way you feel. I think itis wrong and
I think it is subject to criticism. Per-
haps you people who have not been down
there have not had the experience, but
that is the feeling I have.

Mr. CAMP. Well, I have been down
before them. I have raised sand about
some of the items they were considering
but I think that the program is not to
blame. I think that the administration
may be a little wrong. Let us correct the
administration if it is wrong, and not
disturb this great program.

Under this program I think our Presi-
dent can and will perform our greatest
act in bringing about world peace, and
that is by reviving world trade. People
that are trading with each other do not
hate each other. Trade will prevent war
because it will keep people at work.
Trade will bring on prosperity because it
will give to us in the foreign countries
It is that
great fear of unsold surpluses that hovers
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over our economy today and keeps us
from going forward as we should.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 20 minutes to the gentle-
mean from Pennsylvania [Mr. S1mpsoN].

Mr. SIMPSON cf Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I hope very much that if my
good friend and able commitieeman, the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr., Cawmpl,
has not as yet procured for his wife the
fine set of dishware he sought a year or
two ago, he might do so now. I suggest
he go to one of the great department
stores downtown and he there will find
he has & wide choice of chinaware. If
his experience should be anything like
the experience of my wife within the
past week, he will return to his home and
upon opening the package discover that
he has bought some chinaware which
was made in England. Or, possibly, in
Czechoslovakia. Then, if he should con-
tinue his trip on ocut info the western
part of Pennsylvania, or specifically into
the eastern and southern part of Ohio,
he will there find on the unemployment
rolls American workmen who can and
should be making that chinaware which
would be sold here in these stores. In-
stead, the American skilled worker sits
idly by as the cheap labor overseas pro-
duces china. That has taken place in
the chinaware indusiry and it is taking
place in some half dozen other indus-
tries right now, today, in the United
States. It is taking place because goods
are imported from oveiseas for sale here
at prices less than the American work-
ingman can or will produce those gocds
for sale here. Part of the reason is that
the tariffs are co low that the American
workingmen in these industries to which
I refer is not protecied.

Earlier in the day the statement was
made that the Tariff Commission under
the law as it existed prior to 1948 did
sit upon the various committees which
are charged with preparing the trade
agreements. That is not correct. That
is not in accordance with the hearings.
As has been testified by Mr. Ryder,
Chairman of the Tarif Commission,
members of that Commission do meet
with the various committees in the prep-
aration of trade agreements, but they do
so unofficially. They do not; they never
appear and speak for the Tariff Com-
mission. ?

It is the purpose of those of us on this
side of the House to offer an amendment
to the bill (H. R. 1211) tomorrow which
will impose upon the Tariff Commission
the continued duty of determining just
what the peril point is with respect to
any commodity which is up for negotia-
tion. The peril point is the Tariff Com-
mission’s finding as to that rate below
which any reduction in tariff would dam-
age or threaten serious damage to an
American industry. Ishall not argue the
merits of that amendment at the mo-
ment. I hope to do so tomorrow. But I
cannot conceive of anyone in this great
body opposing the President’s having the
knowledge and advice of the Tariff Com-
mission, that highly valued and respect-
ed branch of the Congress, as to just
what they believe to be a point below
which a tariff should not be cut. We will
be doing a service to the President, we
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will be doing a great service to this Con-
gress, and we will be doing a greater
service to the American workingman and
to indusiry in general if we do provide
that the President be given that infor-
mation. The Tariffi Commission is the
only group in all the United States that
has the ability, the background, and the
courage, if you please, to do its duty and
to say, “Here is the level below which, if
American industry is to be protected, you
must not go in cutting tariff.”

I think it is most unfortunate that we
do not have the benefit of long hearings
by the Committee on Ways and Means on
the bill we are now considering. No one
appeared before our commitiee other
than af his or her personal request. The
commitiee did not invite anyone to ap-
pear. The committee took the position
that anyone who chose to come before
the committee and to talk about the bill
H. R. 1211 might do so, and the com-
mittee would be glad to listen.

Whoever heard of an investigation be-
ing made in that way? We are 21l fa-
miliar with the fact that when you want
to learn something about a subject you
usually ask the people who do not rush
forward volunteering information. In
our congressional committees we request
representatives of various departments
of the Government to come before the
commitiee and present their case. That
is the way to get the information; that
is the way to learn about the bills that
are up for consideration. But our com-
mittee chose only to hear volunteers.

We went further than that, as you
have been told, and we specifically voted
that we would not invite to come before
our committee members of the Tariff
Commission, that group which I have
previously said has the most information
about tariffi cuts, and incidentally the
group that is afflected more than any
other group by the bill we are now con-
sidering.

Incidentally our committee would not
invite the group who are affected by
the bill we are considering more than
any other group. Our committee would
not invite them to come and be heard and
they did not see fit to volunteer. Like-
wise we did not have before us the mili-
tary in the face of repeated statements
that our strategic materials and our very
national security is jeopardized by the
cperation of parts of this recipr -
trade-agreements program. In view of
that and in view of the allegations that
this trade-agreements program is a most
important part in our international pro-
gram today, I submit it was not proper
that we come before you today without
complete hearings on those subjects.

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I
yield.

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Would the
gentleman mind telling the committee
how long the hearings lasted last year,
and whether or not the press or the
public were permitted to participate in
those hearings.

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Iam
very happy to tell the gentleman that
they lasted only a short time and I would
alzo point cut that the extension was only

‘fled before the committee.”
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for one year. I admif it was contem-
plated that there would be hearings
again this year. Perhaps undoubtedly
we were wrong as to who might be in
charge of the hearings this year, but tha
fact remains thet it was contemplated
that hearings would be held again this
year.

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Were the
hearings open?

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. The
subcommittee hesrings were not open.

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Were the
full committee hearings open?

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania.
were not open.

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I
yield.

Mr. NICHOLSON. I would like to ask
the gentleman if he remembers that I
came before the committee and was not
allowed to say a word. :

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I
seem to recollect that, yes.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman,
if the gentleman would yield, I would not
like for that to remain in the RECoORD,
without a clarification. The gentleman
appeared before the committee and he
said, “My position is the same as the
position of the gentleman who just testi-
I believe
that that was the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. Bates].

He also said, “I take the same position
that the gentleman does, and I have no
further statement to make.” If I am
‘wrong about that, I would like to be cor=
rected.

Mr, NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I do
not want to get involved in any con-
troversy between the two gentleman. I
appreciate what the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. EeeraarTER] has put
in the RECORD.

Mr. EBERHARTER. 1 do not like for
any Member of the Congress to say on
the fioor of the House that the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means has not given
them an opportunity to be heard, be-
cause that simply is not in conformity
with the fact or the policy of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Mr., BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I
yield.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I rise at
this point so that there would not stand
in the Recorp a statement which I be-
lieve was based on a misunderstanding of
the question posed by the gentleman
from Louisiana. He inquired as to
whether or not the committee hearings
during the Eightieth Congress were cpzn
hearings. I remind the gentleman that
beginning on March 26, 1947, the com-
mittee held hearingsup toMay 9. Those
hearings are published and available to
the gentleman from Louisiana. They
consist of over 1,731 pages of testimony,
all of which was in open hearings.

Mr, SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. In
the past in considering these trade agree-
ments, I am convinced the committee
had in mind the fact that industry in

They
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our country should be protected. They
did not go out and trade them down the
river. In accordance with the testimony
before our committe any industry which
was seriously damaged, or threatened
with serious damage would have the
richt to come before an appropriate
committee and make a protest and at
least hope to have some measure of re-
lief. But there was an element spoken
of as Yankee ingenuity or Yankee trad-
ing, if you please, which was the then
announced basis upon which our negoti-
ators worked with the negotiators for
foreign countries. We came back from
these trade-agreement meetings and at
one time and another we claimed success.
We sought to measure our success, and
we seemed to glory in the fact that we
were getting the better of the bargain. I
submit to you that as of this day there
is a new consideration found in the
minds of our negotiators as they travel
the world over considering reducing
tariffs.

The new factor may be called a politi-
cal consideration. Indeed Mr. Thorpe,
in appearing before our commitiee,
stated in effect that the protectionist idea
was no longer a controlling matter with
respect to the cutting of tariffs. There
were other considerations, and under
questioning he stated that conditions
throughout the world in general was one
of the other factors.

So I submit that no longer is the wel-
fare of industry the only or the principal
consideration as to whether or not tariff
cuts should be made. Today the consid-
eration that, in my opinion, dominates,
is the matter of political wisdom as to
whether cuts should or should not be
made.

We are told that the trade-agreements
program is part of the greater American
program to improve the stature of the
other nations of the world and that as
such we must support our Government’s
policies. The great foreign relief pro-
gram we are using today is the European
recovery program, headed by Mr. Paul
Hoffman, a great industrialist of our
Nation. Undoubtedly he is doing an ex-
cellent job. My plea to you as Members
of Congress is this, that in considering
this trade agreement we should see its
place in the over-all picture, which in-
cludes the European recovery program.

In that connection I would like to point
to a statement by Walter Lippmann,
wherein he points out that American in-
dustry must prepare itself to take a loss,
to make sacrifices, if the European re-
covery program is to work,

Then I have a statement from Mr. Paul
Hoffman, and this is enlightening to a
Member of Congress today, one who has
not particularly thought about what the
European recovery program might mean
fo a business in his or her congressional
district. He says:

The hope of European economic recovery
does not lic in piling up a greater deficit in
trade with the Western Hemisphere. What
we hopc to see is a gradual reduction in Eur-
ope's dependence on Western Hemisphere
supplies and a marked increase in its exports
to the Americas. That way lies Europe’s hope
of long-range solvency.
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Then he goes along and he says this:
If this must be done—

That is, if more imports must come
here and fewer exports go abroad, he
says:

If this must be done at the expense of
American exporters, I would remind you it
it the only way for European creditors and
debtors to settle their accounts.

The countries of Europe that are in
the Marshall plan have recently filed a
report with Mr. Hoffman. In that report
they make no bones about this fact, that
it is their deliberate purpose to do all the
trading they can within the confines of
the various countries participating in the
European recovery plan. They do not
plan to trade with the United States at
all, so far as purchases are concerned, if
they can avoid it, and they will not take
our surpluses if they can get the sur-
pluses somewhere else. However they do
plan to sell us more and more of their
produets., That is all in black and white
in this official report which has been
made and which states that in 1952 and
1953, when the 4 years of the Marshall
plan shall have been passed, there will
then nevertheless be an adverse trade
balance against the United States from
a European viewpoint. In other words,
Europe will not then be entirely self-sup-
porting, but will owe the Western Hem-
isphere one or two billions of dollars.

So those of us who may be inclined to
think that the Marshall plan will pro-
vide more moneys which will in turn
purchase our supplies which are in sur-
plus, have another guess coming. Europe
will do all she possibly can to buy from
within the zone represented by the mem-
ber nations of the European recovery
program.

Indeed, in Great Britain, in accord-
ance with their report not yet made pub-
lic, it is their plan to cut purchases
from the United States over 1947 by
some $997,000,000. It is Great Britain’s
announced plan to ship into the United
States $794,000,000 more goods than she
did in 1947 and to reduce imports from
our country by $997,000,000, a difference
of $1,600,000,000,

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I
yield,

Mr. PERKINS. Is the gentleman in
sympathy with the European recovery
program?

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Iam;
I supported it and I am in sympathy
with it; I hope to continue to do so. My
point is that the American producer
must be realistic and realize that there
is a sacrifice required of every indus-
trialist in this country.

Mr. PEREINS. Does the gentleman
consider that the reciprocal-trade-agree-
ments program is needed as an active
part of the Marshall plan?

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I do
not. We must remain strong if we are
to continue to be the source of these
assets which presently are so vital to
the recovery of Europe; we in this coun-
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try must remain strong or we will not
be able to help overseas.

Mr. PERKINS, In other words, the
gentleman believes we should pursue
the same path that ‘we followed after
World War I; is that correct?

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. That
does not follow. I submit that today in
making gifts to Europe we are imposing
a burden upon the American citizen by
sending some of the products of his
work to help the people overseas just as
in the 1920’s we did that, only at that
time we sent it over disguised as loans.

Mr. JENEINS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I
yield. 4
Mr. JENKEINS. The gentlemar.’s posi-
tion is like mine that when foreign re-
covery reaches the point where the for-
eign countries are able to compete with
us disastrously then it is time to do some-
thing else.

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Oh,
yes; and the long-range program does not
contemplate the free-trade markets be-
tween the United States and Europe that
we did have after the last war when the
European trade balance was favorable to
us; they took so much more from us than
we took from them that at the end of
the year they had to settle with us in
gold. That has been against us from
their standpoint, they have not been
self-supporting. It is a trend which has
existed in European international trade
for many, many years; hence, it must be
an accepted fact that to help Europe
recover we are to be deliberately dis-
criminated against. TUnder present
policies through the use of import li-
censes, only selected exports from the
United States may enter the British
Isles. These contréls will be closer and
closer as time passes. Soon we will sell
nothing to Europe she can make herself,
and we will be expected to open our doors
for all the surplus manufactured goods
Europe can produce.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex-
pired.

Mr. COOPER. I yield such time as
he may desire to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. LvncH],

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Chairman, I am
thoroughly in accord with H, R. 1211, in-
troduced by the distinguished chairman
of the Ways and Means Committee [Mr.
DoucHToN]. It is a bill that will, when
enacted, be of tremendous value in again
setting in motion the machinery for re-
ducing world trade barriers. It was this
machinery that our Republican col-
leagues, when they were in the majority
in the Eightieth Congress, sought to
sabotage with crippling restrictions.
Although some damage was done to world
trade by the hampering restrictions of
the 1948 Reciprocal Trade Agreements
Act, fortunately for this country and the
countries of the world who are adhering
to the capitalistic system, we, by the
passage of the present bill, will be able to
repair the damage. Trade barriers have
long been a cause of war, and therefore
it is in the interests of world peace and
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our own national security that, as far as
possible, these barriers be eliminated.

We cannot and should not confine our
preoducts and our industries within the
limitations of unscalable tariff walls,
We cannot isolate curselves today eco-
nomically any more than we can do so
militarily. Economic isolation is a thing
of the past and I hope will never again
be revived. We need markets for our
surplus foods and goods. Unless this sur-
plus is made salable in foreign countries,
it means an excess at home that will
eventually mean overstocked food sup-
plies and excess inventories that will
eventually lead to the ruin of the farmer,
the bankruptey of our industries, and tke
unemployment of our workers.

New markets mean more avenues over
which cur surplus may be shipped to the
benefit of business and agriculture in the
United States. This bill will help keep
our foreign markets open to us until at
least June 12, 1951, when the Congress
will take another look at the world pic-
ture and determine whether we shall
again extend the Reciprocal Trade Agree-
ments Act.

I recall in 1945 when our Republican
colleagues were agreeable to the exten-
sion of the Reciprocal Trade Agreements
Act for a period of 1 year. It seemed
to me that i” reciproral trade agreements
are correct in prineiple, then our col-
leacues of the minority should cease, each
fime the act comes up for extension, their
obstructive tactics.

We are askiny, today for the extension
of the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act
in virtually the same way we advocated
in 1845; in fact, we are advocating the
continuance of the scientific approach
to the whole teriff question established
in 1924 and its successful and unham-
pered operation, until the 1948 exten-
sion forced through the Congress by the
Republican majorily.

Qur distinguisiied ranking minority
Member has called attention to the fact
that there are 800,000 farmers who are
members of granges and he concludes
that they are opposed to this legislation.
Let me suggest to my distinguished friend
that the results of the 1948 elections in
the agricultural States give little support
to the contention that the farmers are
opposed to the Democratic concept of
reciprocal trade agreements.

Myr. COOPER. Mr, Chairman, I yield
15 minuies to the gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. MiLLs].

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, so much
has been caid in the minority report and
by Members of the minority speaking
on H. R. 1211 that it is difficult for one
in support of the legislation to decide
just where to begin in arguing its merits.
For some time I have been very seriously
concerned with the charges which my
good friend the gentleman from New
York [Mr, Regp] has made. As I recall
the first time he made that statement
was on May 21, 1847, in connection with
the introduction of a resolution creat-
ing a select committee to investigate the
loyalty of certain associates and advisers
to the Under Secretary of State for
many years. The gentleman today
stated that he has upon a reliable basis
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information that some nine individuals
out of approximately 101 who attended
the Geneva Convention in 1247 were
either Communists or Communist fel-
low travelers. I have asked the gentle-
man, and I think it is his duty, to report
such information as he has and the
source of that information to those pec-
ple in the State Department who are
charged with the responsibility of con-
ducting these loyalty tests. It is my un-
derstanding that every man who at-
tended the Geneva Convention from all
of the departments representing our
Government, as the result perhaps of the
original charge of the gentieman from
New York, has been very, very carefully
screened, not only by the heads of the
departments employing those individuals
but by the FBI itself.

I have a letter addressed to me, dated
February 3, 1949, from Mr. John A. Peuri-
foy, one of the Assistant Secretaries in
the State Department, which I shall in-
clude as a part of my remarks, and I hope
and trust the gentleman will read it in
the Recorn.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, February 3, 1949,
The Honorable WiLeun D, MiLLs,
Committee on Ways and Means,
House of Representatives.

My DEarR Mg, Mirs: I understand that Mr,
Charles Davis, clerk of the House Committee
on Ways and Means, has requested the De-
partment for a statement in connection with
a question pertaining to the loyalty or se-
curity of certain members of the United
States delegation to the International Con-
ference on Trade and Employment held in
Geneva, Switzerland, In 1947.

When this matter was originally brought
to my attention, I requested the Division
of Security to recheck the files of all officers
and employees of the Department who at-
tended that  Conference. This Division
advises me that:

1. All officials or employees of the Depart-
ment listed as attending that Conference
have either been investigated by the Depart-
ment or checked with the Federal Bureau of
Investigation. In most instances they have
been investigated by the Division of Se-
curity in addition to being checked with the
Federal Bureau of Investigation.

2. In no case has information come to the
attention of the Division of SBecurity either
from the Federal Bureau of Investigation or
other sources which would support the con-
clusion that any such person is either disloyal
or a security risk.

I have also requested and received from
the Secretaries (or other responsible officials)
of the Departments of War, Navy, Treasury,
Commerce, Interior, Agriculture, Labor, and
the United States Tariff Commission, cer-
tificates or other written assursnces as to the
loyalty of their delegates to this Conference.

Needless to say, if any member of the com-
mittee will advise me of the nature of any
derogatory Information relating to any of-
ficial or employee of this Department, I will
personally undertake to see that the matter
is thoroughly and completely investigated.

I shall be happy to make avallable to you
any further information which may be of
usc to you in connection with this matter,

Sincerely yours,
JoHN E. PEURIFOY,
Assistant Secretary.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.
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Mr. REED of New York. I may say to
the gentleman that I will include a letter
from Mr. Hoover himself that the gentle~
man may read.

Mr, MILLS. I will be glad to do so,
but I want him to put in the Recorp the
names of the individuals, if the gentle-
man knows that there are Communists
in the State Department. I believe it to
be his duty in upholding the Constitu-
tion of the United States to divuige those
names.

Mr. REED of New York. The gentle-
man can get that information from the
fgrecutive department if he wishes to have

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman did not
get it from the executive department,
The gentleman said he got it from the
FBI. If he did, why does he not make
that information available, not only to
us but fo those in the departments of
Government that employ these individ-
uals? The gentleman knows he voted for
legislation establishing the President’s
authority fo conduct loyalty investiga-
tions. He did that. Now, if he has this
type of information, I beseech him to
give it to those departments that are
charged with the responsibility of em-
ploying these people; otherwise I must
assume the gentleman injects this argu-
ment in connection with reciprocal trade
agreements because he and his colleagues
have run out of valid objections to the
program.

Mr. REED of New York. I may say
to the gentleman that when you get a
lead on these people and you give out
their names it interferes with the opera-
tions of the FBI and the gentleman
knows that.

Mr. MILLS. Well, the gentleman
mentioned the name of a Mr. Wadleigh.
The gentleman also mentioned the name
of a Mr. Perlo.

Mr. REED of New York. I got those
from the Committee on Un-American
Activities.

Mr, MILLS. In what connection did
they serve the trade-agreements pro-
gram?

Mr. REED of New York. That was
put in the Recorp today.

Mr. MILLS, Have they ever in any
capacity been connected with the re-
ciprocal trade-agreements program?

Mr. REED of Naw York. The Recorp
shows the facts and I put them in and
the gentleman knows it. It is in the
Recorp for the gentleman to read and
for all Jhe world to read.

Mr, MILLS. I am asking the gentle-
man, in anticipation of my reading it,
whether or not they have ever had any-
thing to do with the reciprocal trade-
agreements program?

Mr. REED of New York. Read the
Recorp and the gentleman will see it,

Mr, MILLS, Were they at Gzneva in
19472

Mr. REED of New York. Oh, perhaps
not, but they were the legal advisers of
the people who were helping write the
trade-agreements program and knew all
the details,
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. Mr, MILLS. - Will the gentleman put
in the REcorp in connection with his re-
marks when these gentlemen were em-
ployed and in what capacity they served?

Mr. REED of New York. It is in the
Recorp. They were read into the RECorD
and the gentleman heard it.

Mr, MILLS. .Idid not hear it.

Mr. REED of New York., The gentle-
man should have been here.

Mr. MILLS. I was on the floor but I
did not hear the gentleman say that
these gentlemen had anything whatso-
ever to do with this program.

Mr. REED of New York. I tell the
gentleman that it is in the RECORD.

Mr. MASON. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. MASON. The statement that was
read on the floor, and I paid careful at-
tention to it, was that these men named
in their own testimony before the Sen-
‘ate committee stated that they had
things to do with these reciprocal trade
agreements.

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman said that
themselves?

Mr. MASON. Yes. They themselves
said it in testimony before the Senate
committee.

Mr, MILLS. Does my friend, the gen-
tleman from Illinois, know whether they
are now employed with the Department
of State or not?

Mr. MASON. I do not.

Mr. MILLS. Well, it has come to my
attention that they are not and have
not been since 1944, and that the gen-
tleman that they complain about the
‘most was not even in the Department
when the Swiss agreement was negoti-
ated in 1935. They were not at the Ge-
neva Conference in 1947 and had noth-
ing whatever to do with it.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. EBERHARTER. It appears to me
that some on the opposition side to this

‘measure have come to the cenclusion
that they should oppose the measure be-
cause perhaps some fellow travelers are
in favor of it. That is about the argu-
‘ment they are using.

- Mr. MILLS. Of course, they know and

you know and I know that there is no
program that has been conceived by our
Government to which the Communists
in Russia or in the United States so vo-
ciferously object as the European recov-
ery program and the reciprocal trade
agreements program. Now, is there any
argument about that? The Russian Gov-
ernment did everything that they could
do to prevent the success of the Geneva
Conference.

Does the gentleman from New York
know whether or not these nine men he
complains of participated in the move-
ment to scuttle the Geneva Conference?

Mr. REED of New York. I do not
know a thing about that, but I know ex-
actly what this record shows here, which
I read, and if the gentleman will.yield
time to me-I will read it to him again.

Mr. MILLS. I am just as much con-
cerned sbout this situation as the gen-
tleman from New York is.
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Mr. REED of New York. The gentle-
man seems to be very much concerned.

. Mr, MILLS, PBecause of this: I can-
not understand my friend’s reluetance
in divulging these names. If I had them,
I would give them up to the State De-
partment, or whoever employed them.

. Mr. REED of New York. You cannot
divulge the names of individuals when
the FEI is following leads in its investi-
gation. That has been the rule of the
Government for a long time.

Mr. MILLS, How in the world did the
FBI divulge the names to the gentleman
then, if that is the rule it follows?

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Mr Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, MILLS, I yield to the gentleman
{rom Louisiana.

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. - This charge
has been made several times in the past;
is that not a fact?.

Mr. MILLS, Oh, yes; it has been made
in the past.

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Ihave been

informed that the State Department sent

‘a representative to the office of the gen-
tleman from New York and asked to get
these names.

‘Mr. MILLS. A gentleman by the name
of Wilson, so I am informed.

Mr. REED of New York. That I do
not deny, sir.

Mr. MILLS. Tae gentleman did not
give the names to him, however.

Mr. REED of New York. Why should
I give them out when they were making
-an investigation? Not at all.

Mr. MILLS. But the gentleman did
not give the names to this State Depart-
ment representative, did he?

Mr. REED of New York. I did not.

Mr, PHILBIN. Mr. Chairman, will the

gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. PHILBIN. Why did they not go
to the FBI and get the names?

Mr. MILLS. They have canvassed

with the FBI just as much as the gen- -
‘tleman would if he were the head of the

Department, They have been screened.
The State Department has asked that

- everyone of them be investigated. I am

not trying to defend anybody who is a
Communist or fellow traveler, but what
I want to know is why, at this late hour,
when Mr. Perlo had something to ‘do

‘with the trade-agreements program

from 1936 for a while—why at this late

“hour, when they have run out of argu-

ments, just to find opposition to this
program, the allegation of Communists

-among the administrative personnel now

has to be injected. :

Mr. JENKINS. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. JENEKINS. I do not know why
the gentleman would want to bring the
name of Wilson into this discussion. I
know nothing about any of it. But, if
Mr. Wilson wanted to find out, he is a
representative of the Stat.e Department,
as I understand.

Mr, MILLS, Mr, Wilson has talked to
the FBI about every one of these people,
and he did not receive. the information
that the gentleman from New York says
hc has received.

-tional security.
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Mr. JENKINS. The gentleman did

not let me finish my question. Why did
not Mr. Wilson, if he is an attaché of
the State Department, talk to the FBI
and find it out himself?
. Mr, MILLS, The gentleman has made
a very diligent effort to do that but he
did not receive this information. I hope
the gentleman from New York will help
us in our effort to ferret out these com-
munists, and not keep these names to
himself when matters like this come to
his attention. I am interested in seeing
all of them dismissed, and I know my
friend from New York is. The easiest
way to do it is to let the folks who em-
ploy them know the facts such as he has
at his disposal.

I have read the report which has been
filed by the minority members of the
committee. I have attempted to ana-
lyze this report as best I can. I have
even called on some of the minority
members to advise me as to what they
had in mind, and they have been nice
enough to tell me what they did have
in mind. Ishall read the first paragraph
of the report:

We of the Republican minority of the Com=
mittee on Ways and Means are opposed to
‘H. R. 1211 for the reason that H, R. 1211
repeals, rather than extends, the - Trade
Agreements Extension Act of 1948, thereby
eliminating the existing procedural safe-
guards to domestic producers and to our na-
tional security in the conduct of the trade-
agreements program.

The Trade Agreements Extension Act
of 1948 makes no special provision for

:safeguards to national security; in fact,

it does not even make reference .to na-
The Trade Agreements
Extension Act of 1948 simply directs the
Tariffi Commission to determine the low-
est tariff rates that can be established
witheut causing serious injury or threat
of injury to domestic industries, without
regard to whether the industries are
essential to national security or, for that
matter, without regard to any other con-
sideration. Even if the Tariff Commis-
sion were of the view that cur national
security dictated the lowest possible du-
ties on imports of those sirategic and
critical materials which we have not pro-

duced in adequate volume—the Tariff

Commission would still be obliged, under
the present law, to be governed solely by
considerations of injury or threat of in-
jury to individual industries. Of course,
the President is not legally prevented un-
der the present law from disregarding
the Tariff Commission’s findings, but if
he elected to do so, he would be placed
on the defensive and would be forced to
explain to the Congress the reasons for
his nonobservance of the Commission’s
findings.

I wish the Members who signed that
report would advise me in what particu-
lars the 1948 act accomplishes that pur-
pose of safeguarding the domestic pro-
ducers and our. national security.

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. DMz,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILIS.. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Un-

der the 1943 act, the Tariff Commis-

sion would find what we term a peril
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point, 2 point below which a cut in the
tariff ‘would endanger or seriously
damage an American industry. The
President in preparing his trade agree-
ments thereafter would not be bound to
follow that recommendation. He could
if he saw fit cut below that recommenda-
tion, and thereafter the President would
have to report to the public, to the Con-
gress, that he had cut below the level rec-
ommended by the Tariff Commission.
That information would be available to
the industry and would show the in-
dustry just what this administration
saw fit to do, if the President by any pre-
sumed carelessness would cut the tariff
helow the recommended amount. That
would provide a protection to the Amer-
ican industry.

Mr. MILLS. To the American indus-
iry, but would it provide any protection
to our American economy, or would it
prov.de any protection to our national
security?

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. The
American industry and American econ-
omy are more or less synonymous.

I0r. MILLS. I understand from the
gentleman’s point of view they are, but
American industry is only one segment
of our American economy, of course. If
the present law actually required the
Tariff Commission to relate its findings
to what would be perilous to our domes-
tic economy, it would be a far better law
than it is. The Commission would then
have to take into account such consider-
ations as national security, the interests
of the domestic consumer, and the cost
to the Federal Treasury. But under the
present law, the Tariff Commission must
relate its findings solely to what would
ke perilous to individual industries. The
interests of individual industries are not
at all synonymous with the interests of
our domestic economy.

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. The
gentleman asked me two questions.
With respect to national seeurity, that
information would be available to the
public, and publie opinion would rise up
against any individual who would flout
a recommendation of the Tariff Commis-
sion. I call to the gentleman'’s attention
the matter of watches in this country.

Mr. MILLS. Yes; I want to discuss
watches, if the gentleman will permit
me, a little later. But the Tariff Com-
mission is not instructed to report with
regard to national defense.

Mr, SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. With
respect to national defense, they are
strategic and essential. Certainly if the
tariffi is to be cut to their harm, the
American public should know it.

Mr. MILLS. Let me reason with the
gentleman a few minutes, if I may. He
insists upon the retention within the
1948 aet of the authority of the Tariff
Commission, acting as a commission, to
‘determine peril points.

The premise on which the amendment
is offered is that the peril-point pro-
cedure contained in the present act can
achieve the objectives claimed. Under
present law the Commission is consider-
ing 400 items. The Commission is al-
lowed only 120 calenda:r days in which
to establish peril points, which means
that if the Commission devoted every
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day of the week, and had nothing else
to do, it would have to cover these items
at the rate of over three a day. This is
manifestly impossible if the Commission
is to arrive at judgments which could
be useful. In ordinary investigations,
the Commission would seldom determine
a rate for a single item in less than a
month or two, and on occasions has
taken over a year or more. The Congress
cannot both reauire that the Commis-
sion shall make a scientific study of an
indeterminate number of items and re-
port in an interval of 120 days. More-
over, and perhaps a more serious objec-
tion, is that the whole concept of a
peril-point is misweighed. The Com-
mission is in effect asked to isolate just
one of the many factors, and often one
of the less important, which bear on the
economic prosperity of a domestic in-
dustry. We deny that an industry
which is protected from imports is auto-
matically assured of prosperity.

Moreover, what constitutes a peril
point? Any industry which has compe-
tition from imports has in it some “weak
sisters.” Marginal producers are those
most vulnerable to competition, and
there is never a time when an industry
is receiving competition from imports
that a reduction in duty does not hit
someone. The guestion is, How far down
the line do you want to go—what are
criteria of serious injury? A peril point
for a single industry may not be such
for all other like competing industries
but they will attempt to use it to obtain
greater protection than they had ever
hefore thought necessary.

The whole concept is one injected for
the purpose of sabotaging the trade-
agreements program, and the best evi-
dence is that it is advocated and intro-
duced by those who had always voted
against renewal of the act. The fact
that in response to public pressure they
found they had to endorse continuation
of some sort of trade-agreements pro-
gram tempted them to inject into that
program a lethal measure, and this is it.
The Tarif Commission, as such, has
never passed on the wisdom of the peril-
point procedure, as evidenced in the
Commissioner’s testimony before the
Senate last year. Commissioner Ryder's
views are no different now than when he

appeared and testified before the Senate

in 1948, as follows:

I doubt the advisability of transforming
thz Commission into a policy-making agency
and thus subjecting it more than in the past
to political vielssitudes. The attempt to de-
termine the degree to which duties may be
reduced without injury to domestic producers
or impairment of the national defense would
require the making of such difficult and
fundamental judgments that the Commission
would in effect be making major policy
decisions,

The element of judgment, of course, enters
into the various phases of the Commission's
present work. This is especially true of the
duties which have been assigned to it under
the escape clause in trade agreements. In
cases under that clause, however, its findings
2s to whether serious Injury to domestic
industry, has occurred or is threatened will be
based on actual observation of the imports

‘after the trade-agreement concession has

come into force.
In contrast, the findings required under
H. R. 6556 would have to be based to a large
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extent, especlally under present abnormal
conditions, on assumptions and estimates as
to future probabilities.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Arkansas has expired.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield ten additional minutes to the gan-
tleman from Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS, I want to know whether
the gentleman from Pennsylvania and
his colleagues want a scientific study of
the Tariff Commission, or a snap judg-
ment.

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. The
gentleman implies that the Tarif Com-
mission cannot do the job. The Tariff
Commission was given the burden in the
1948 act. They have never complained
nor said they would not do if. The as-
sumption is that they will carry out the
law, and the gentleman and the mem-
bers on this side of the committee re-
fused to invite members of the Tariff
Commission to come before us so that
we could ask them, and they could tell
us, whether or not they could carry out
the law.

Mr. MILLS, I can assure the gentle-
men that we were not calling for the .
press, when the gentleman and his col-
leagues last year refused to let the press
in. The gentleman, I am sure, realzzs
fully that the Tariff Commission in the
past has spent as much as a year in
attempting to determine the effect of
imports upon a single item. I do not
believe that the information that the
200 people employed by the Tariff Com-
mission have, enables the Tariff Commis-
sion to advise the President within a
period of 120 days of the effect of any
import on any commodity about which
there may be some doubt in the minds of
anyone.

Oh, yes, you say it is nice to have this
information given to the President. You
say it is going to be in confidence, and
that the Tariff Commission is acting to
serve the President, so that when these
individuals who negotfiate these agree-
ments come to him with the work done,
he can put that slongside of the work
done by the Tariff Commission and de-
cide whether or not he will approve the
agreement. It would not be so bad if
a scientific study could be made, and if
the President could really receive helpful
information. The danger of it is this,
and I wonder if the gentleman has con-
sidered this factor. The gentleman and
I have been in Washington long enough
to know that very, very seldom does a
report or a statement of findings made by
a department of the Government to the
President fail to leak out. If it is going
to leak out and if the Tariff Commission,
on the basis of snap judgment, estab-
lishes a point below which it is dangerous
to the industry, then to whom is this in-
formation going to leak? It is going to
leak to the industry that is interested,
and to the producer who is interested,
and who wants that information. In
what position, then, does that put the
Tariff Commission? May I ask the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania, in the event
that this producer should come to the
Tariff Commission at some subsequent
date under section 336 or 332 and ask
for an investigation or study of Injury
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to him, would not the Teriff Commis-
sion already have committed itself?

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Cer-
tainly if the industry knew that those
making the agreement were willing to
sell his industry out by cutting below the
peril point, that industry should come
before the Congress and complain and
undertake to safeguard it.

But may I ask the gentleman this ques=~
tion: Is it, or is it not, a fact that scien-
tific study is made today before the cuis
are made in tariffs?

Mr. MILLS. Not under the 1948 act.

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Well,
I mean in the past.

Mr, MILLS. Under the old law, yes.
So far as the law in effect prior to the act
of 1948, the gentleman is correct. The
Tariff Commission could do this job in all
probability if the gentleman would per=-
mit them sufficient time. But the gentle-
man wants them to establish a peril point
on 400 items in 120 days at the rate of
less than 3 hours per item. I would like
to know how many employees the Tariff
Commission would have to have in the
gentleman'’s opinion in order for any of
them or all of them to think that fast.

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I do
not know, and I do not care. But I do
say the industry should be heard.

Mr. MILLS., Is this not the gentle-
man’s concern—that it is not possible
for industry to be fully advised during
the course of negotiations as to the cuts
that may be in rrospect for that indus-
try? I think that is the concern of the
gentleman and those who oppose a con-
tinuation of the old law. Does the gen-
tleman realize that there is not one indi-
vidual who sits on a trade agreements
committee who can tell me or anyone

. else how much of a eut will be made in
any tariff affecting any item until the
negotiation has occurred? You say no-
bady knows how they have been received
before the committees on reciprocity in-
formation. Nobody knows what impres«
sion he has made. Yes, they do. If there
has been no reduction in the tariff afiect-
ing them, if there has been a very mod-
erate reduction in the tariff, if the com=-
mittee has not gone below the levels
which the industry peinted out, is it not
logical to amssume that their arguments
were considered? Certainly they were
considered. The gentleman knows that.

If the gentleman had a valid position
I would be perfectly frank.” If it were
practicable to establish a scientific peril
point I cannot see any harm in it. But
I do not want the President of the United
States to be bound, in negotiating these
agreements, on the basis of anybody’s
snap judement. But now let us consider
the second amendment relating to the
escape cilause. The gentleman’'s argu-
ment for an escape clause, which will be
made tomorrow, I am sure will sound
very plausible, Well, here we are. The
administration has declared it to be the
policy, and it has been the practice since
1842, to insert escape clauses in every
negotiation under this act. Some trade
agreements negotiated a few years ago
did not contain escape clauses. It was
thought very wise by the Congress earlier
to include section 332, so that, in the
event an industry could actually show
threat of injury or existing injury, it
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might have an opportunity to go before
the Tariff Commission, the whole body,
acting officially, and if it made a case,
the Commission had the responsibility
under the law—and they have it now—of
making that fact known to the President
of the United States, and he can termi-
nate, modify by agreement or otherwise,
everything that is in any reciprocal trade
agreement.

What is the purpose of the Annecy
meeting in France in April? The pur-
pose of that meeting is to negotiate with
13 countries, 8 of which we already have
agreements. If there are any new agree-
ments arrived at at Annecy, every one of
those agreements will have an escape
clause. There will be some 10 agree-
ments left ‘without escape clauses. Now,
what is the purpose that the gentleman
expects to accomplish by a directive from
the Congress that an escape clause be
included in these agreements, when it
is already the policy of the administra-
tion to include an escape clause in every
one of them, and efforts will be made
in the future to include such a clause in
those that do not now have it? The
only way in which such a clause could
be included in these sgreements is by
negotiations; it cannot be done by con-
gressional legislation. The United States
cannot unilaterally insert such a clause
in agreements which do not contain
them. This recommendation therefore
amounts to a request for the renegotia-
tion of a number of frade agreements
including the Swiss trade agreement. It
is doubtful that such action is warranted
at this time inasmuch as the United
States is already in the process of re-
negotiating the outstanding trade agree-
ments which do not contain an escape
clause; all new agreements must, of
course, incorporate such a clause.

Furthermore, if the executive is re-
quired to obtain the consent of these 10
countries to the insertion of the clause
in our agreement with them, even with-
out a rigid time schedule, a situation
might easily come about in which the
only alternative would be to denounce
the agreement, thereby losing valuable
concessions for United States exporters.
Continuation of the presenf course of re-
negotiations on an over-all basis appears
in general to be the most feasible pro-
cedure.

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. After
the Annecy agreement in April, there
will be more discrimination than there is
today, because certain nations, notably
Swilzeriand, will not have any escape
clause, which we propose to require.

Mr. MILLS. I am sure the gentleman
is thinking in terms of the great hard-
ship that has come to the Waltham
Watch Co. That company did not have
any great success in years past under a
proiective tariff. It has not gone any
deeper in the red under the reciprocal
trade-agreements program, The gentle-
man knows the testimony before the
committee by a gentieman representing
the Gruen Watch Co., to the effect that
he tried to buy Waltham Watch Co. plant
but only on terms, which were turned
down, that he could modernize the an-
tiquated plant. What is he doing? He
is going out to Cincinnati and putting in
a new plant out there, lock, stock, and
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berrel. If only imports were hurting
Waltham, would the Gruen Watch Co.
manufacture its own par:s in the United
States?

The minerity report, on page 5, as-
seris:

Alarming evidence was presented to the
committee, showing that several of our in-
dustries which manufactured vital military
equipment in World War II are in a critical
ccndition as a direct rcason of tariff con-
cessions. The most publicized, but by no
means the only example, is that of the
Jjeweled-watch industry. The importance of
this industry to our national defense is
shown by the following letter from Lieuten-
ant Ceneral Lutes.

1 do not find that Lieutenant General
Lutes’ letter at all substantiates the
charges made by the minority. The let-
ter reports some employment data based
on information supplied by Mr. Ceneraz-
zo, an independent labor organizer who
now represents the employees of three
domestic companies. Lieutenant Gen-
eral Lutes’ letter states further that the
skilled manpower of the watch and clock
industry is highly important to our Na-
tional Military Establishment and that—

The maintenance of at least a minimum
level of operation by the American jeweled-
wuatch industry is vital to the defense of the
United States and should be preserved.

I am not aware that any member of
the majority has expressed a contrary
opinion., Actually there is no dispute
about this point at all. Lieutenant Gen-
eral Lutes does not say that there is any
need to limit imports of Swiss watches or
that the present domestic watch and
clock industry is inadequate to meet the
needs of our military services in the event
of a national emergency. So far as I
have been able to ascertain, neither
Lieutenant General Lutes nor any other
officer of the military services has ever
officially advocated any restriction what-
soever of imports of Swiss watches. I
respectfully invite the minority members
to submit any evidence to the contrary.

The current controversy about the
watch industry centers principally about
bankruptey of the Waltham Co. and the
efforts of that company to reorganize on
the basis of loans from the Reconstruc-
tion Finance Corporation and from oth-
ers, including empleyees of the Waltham
Co. The evidence submitted to the Ways
and Means Committee af cur hearings
which ended last week indicates clearly
that the Waltham Co. failed, not be-
cause of excessive competition from
Switches, but primarily beczuse of the
inefficiency and incompetence of its man-
agement and the obsoleccence of its
plant. Three other American com-
panies that also make wholly domestic
watches have been able to sell profitably
all of the watches they have been able
to make; and a fourth American com-
pany, which now imports all its watch
movements, is in process of building a
plant to manufacture movements in the
United States. If competition from
Switzerland were so foreboding, why
would the Waltham Co. alone go bank-
rupt? And why would Elgin, Hamilton,
and the domestic Bulova plant make
such handscme profits? And why would
a leading importer of Swiss movements
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erect a watch movement plant in this
country at this time?

I should like to clarify one other mat-
ter. In recognizing that the watch in-
dustry is essential to our national de-
fense, we do not want to lose sight of the
fact that it is not the only such industry.
There are hundreds of others. Un-
doubtedly we could have used during the
last war many more persons with watch-
making skills, but we could also have
used many more mechanics, opticians,
doctors, aviators—and soldiers—and for
that matter, many more janitors, street
cleaners, handymen, and housemaids.
The fact is, we were so much shorter of
persons who knew how to make electric
meters—and many other articles needed
by the military—than we were of watch-
makers, that our military had our watch
industry manufacture many articles that
it was no better equipped to produce than
the manufacturers of electrical instru-
mentis, camera equipment, typewriters,
and toy trains. If the situation had been
just the opposite, that is, if electric me-
ter makers, for example, had bheen
obliged to turn to making watches, there
might then be a concern about a pos-
sible shortage of watchmakers in a fu-
ture emergency. Actually the domestic
watch- and clocck-making facilities in
this country are now at an all-time high,
The plants devoted to making these ar-
ticles are still in process of enlargement
and modernization, and thousands of
GI's as well as others, have been trained
in watchmaking skills since World War

II.

I submit, Mr. Chairman that the
reason the complaining domestic watch
producers have not received relief from

" Swiss imports that they have not been
injured by them, and not because the
Swiss trade agreement lacks an escape
clause. If the domestic watch industry
were in fact being jeopardized by im-
ports from Switzerland, I am confident
that our military services would so advise
and that the State Depariment or the
Tariff Commission would take appropri-
ate action. If need be, the Swiss trade
agreement could even be terminated.

Only a short time ago the Tariff Com-
mission made a thorough study of the
watch ihdusiry at the request of the
Committee on Ways and Means of the
House and the Committee on Finance of
the Senate. Ifs report is almost 200
printed pages. Nothing that appears in
that report and nothing that has trans-
pired since that report was written in-
dicates—so far as I am aware—the need
for the kind of restrictive action advo-
cated by the three domestic complain-
ants and Mr. Cenerazzo.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Arkansas has again ex-
pired.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr, Chair-
man, I yield myself 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr, REED of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I think we have witnessed the
greatest display of deep concern for the
Communists. I brought the subject into
this debate here today so that you people
would not go blindiy into this question of
turning everything over to the State De-
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partment to be run and handled, because
as I pointed out in my speech we have a
hundred critical industries in this coun-
try producing critical materials for war,
and we are building up these types of in-
dustries all the time in this country as
far as we can. These are vital to the de-
fense of this country; they must not be
traded away. As I pointed out today the
purpose of the peril point is to see that
they are not traded away under any cir-
cumstances. The greatest fact-finding
commission we have in this Government
is the Tariff Commission, Everybody
knows it, every department of the Gov-
ernment turns to it, but not once during
the existence of these trade agreements—
and my distinguished friend, the gentle-
man from Tennessee [Mr. CocPeR] said,
the Tariff Commission had taken part in
the making of these trade agreements.
They have had individuals that sat in on
these agreements, but as a commission it
is never called on for findings on these
peril points. That is a maiter of record
that cannot be disputed, because the rec-
ord shows that never has the Tariff Com-
mission as such heen asked for iis report
on peril points.

Now, for the benefit of my friend from
Arkansas who has become very excited
in regard fo the Communists: He wants
nothing disclosed; he wants to stop all
further investigations in regard to Com-
munists in the State Department, and it
is to be essential always that the names
should not be disclosed. But here we
have a report from a department that
has investigated, a commitiee created
by this Congress to aid them in knowing
something about the Communist infiltra-
tion into this Government. I want to
read from the report of the Committee
on Un-American Activities, what they
had tosay. Here is their report on Victor
Perlo:

VICTOR PERLO

Testimony of Victor Perlo, August 9, 1948:
“I think I was cofficially an alternate member
on the Committee for Reciprocity Informa-
tion and the Trade Agreements Committee,
which were identical or substantiaily identi-
cal in membership. These were interde-
partmental committees which tock care of
all of the technical work in the preparation
of trade agreements under the Reciprocal
Trade Agreements Act and also to a certain
extent a lot of preparatory work for the In-
ternational Trade Organization.”

On the same day, Miss Elizabeth Terrill
Bentley, a former member of the Communist
espionage ring, confronted Mr. Perlo and
identified him as & member of this ring while
she was active. When questioned on these
charges Mr. Perlo refused to answer charging
that his rights under the first and fifth
amendments were being violated and that
such answer “might tend to incriminate or
degrade me.” Perlo was also ldentified as a
member of this ring by Whittaker Chambers
on August 3, 1948,

Then we have this report from the
Committee on Un-American Activities on
Henry J. Wadleigh:

HENRY J. WADLEIGH

Testimony of Henry J. Wadleigh, December
9, 1948: “I was in the Divislon of Trade
Agreements from 1938, until the war in Eu-
rope broke out * * * (superiors were) Henry
Grade in the Trade Agreements Division,
then Harry Hawkins, then Leo Pasvolsky,
speclal assistant to the Secretary of State,
and in Italy, Henry Grade * * * Mr,
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(Francis B.) Sayre was Assistant Secretary
in charge of the Trade Agreements Division
when I first was employed there. Mr, Ache-
son later took Mr. Sayre's place.”

On Descember 6, 1948, in an executive meet-
ing of the Committee on Un-American Ac-
tivities, Whittaker Chambers identified Jul-
fan Wadleigh (Henry Julian Wadleigh) as a
scurce from which the former recelved doc-
uments for transmission to representatives
of the Soviet military intelligence. When
questioned by the Committee on Un-Ameri-
can Activities on December 9, 1948, Mr, Wad-
leigh refused to answer all questions dealing
with such activity on the ground that such
testimony might tend to incriminate him.
Mr, Wadleigh has since been a witness be-
fore a Federal grand jury in New York and
it is our understanding that he has been a
cuoperative witness,

Another is Alger Hiss. They had this

to say:
ALGER HISS

On December 23, 1943, Mr. Francis B. Sayre,
former Assistant Secretary of State, who was
in charge of the Department’'s Division of
Trade Agreements, testifled that on-April 28,
1826, he recommended that Alger Hiss be
appointed as his assistant in the Department
of Trade Agreements. He further testified
that Mr. Hiss' duties included the legal prep-
ation of trade agreements. Hiss was trans-
ferred to another division of the State De-
partment on January 16, 1942,

You will recall that Mr. Charles Taft
in testifying stated he was not employed
in the State Department.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr, REED of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself two additional
minutes.

Continuing:

Attached herewith is the second report of
the Committes on Un-American Activities on
Boviet espionage within the United States
Government.

A study cf this report which contains fac-
similes of State Department documents em-
anating from the Department of Trade Agree-
ments and, according to Mr. Chambers,
furnished to him by Alger Hiss and Julian
Wadleigh for transmission to the Soviet mili-
tary intelligence agent, will disclose to some
extent the proportions of this leakage of in-
formation.

Alger Hiss is now under indiciment by a
Federal grand jury in New York for perjury.

If the gentleman from Arkansas is so
concerned about these Communists and
feels nothing should be said on the floor
when they have had parts in this trans-
action why, then, I have nothing more to
say. He seems to be wanting to defend
these people, he seems to want to crit-
icize me for bringing this to the atten-
tion of a group of citizens who are en-
titled to the facts.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. REED of New York. I yield tothe
gentleman.

Mr. MILLS. The criticism of the gen-
tleman, if I have any criticism of my
beloved friend, is the fact he does not
name nine men so that they can be fired
from the State Department like all of
these individuals he has just read have
been.

Mr. REED of New York. I am not at
all questioning the patriotism of the gen-
tleman from Arkansas but he knows as
well as I do and as every Member of this
House knows, that you cannot interrupt
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an investigation that is going on, and
I have been told that often, when I have
asked for certain investigations to be
made. They do not disclose anything
until the investigation is complete. Iam
telling you that investigation is going on
now. It should continue until all the
facts are disclosed and before we con-
tinue this reciprocal-trade-agreements
program.

Mr. MILLS. Ihope they get them all.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. REED of New York. 1Iyield to the
gentleman from Mississippi.

Mr. RANKIN. Let me say to the gen-
tleman from New York that this spy
ring was operating during the war, pass-
ing out these secret documents to our
enemies at a time when our boys were
dying by the thousands on the battle-
fields of Europe.

Mr. REED of New York. Undoubtedly
thousands of our boys were killed as a
result of it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has again ex-
pired.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr, Chair-
man, I yield 15 minutes to the gentleman
from Nebracka [Mr. Cortisl.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, during
the course of the hearings on this bill T
acked a representative of the State De-
partment to name the foreign countries
that have been helped by the reciprocal
trade agreements, fo list the countries
and then for each country that was
helped to list the industries that were
. specifically assisted, also the number of
people that were restored to the pay
roll in that industry. I did not get the
information. I wish that someone on
the majority side, if he has the facts and
figures showing that any foreign na-
tion has been helpad by this program
and can prove it with proper statistics,
would put them in the Recorp so that
we will have them tomorrow.

A great deal has bezen said about the
evils of the old method of writing tariff
legislation. We have heard a great deal
about log-rolling tariff bills. It is my
honest opinion, Mr. Chairman, that the
action of the majority, the partisan po-
sition they have taken in regard to this
matter, will do more to return this coun-
try to log-rolling tariffi acts than any-
thing that has been done in a generation.

Their determination to repeal the
1948 act and their refusal to call the
Tariff Commission and the military de-
partment to testify were unjustified.

‘The Eightieth Congress extended the
Trade Agreements Act. They attempted
to try to throw around it some rules and
some safeguards. Many of us believe in
genuine reciprocity. We want some of
that so-called Yankee trading. It would
be foolish to say that the old tariff days
were without fault and without evil. No
one is arguing to go back. We want to
go forward. If certain amendments are
added I will support this measure.

The State Department should clean
house with respect to the men connected
with the trade agreements. Take this
meaen Alger Hiss. The gentleman from
New York made reference to his activity
in regard to ftrade agreements., In the
fall of 1845 in this Hall I placed in the
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CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD a statement ask-
ing the State Department to have the
FEI investigate Alger Hiss and make
that record known. It was not done.
The statement of the gentleman from
New York that Mr. Clayton journeyed
to Switzerland to negotiate trade agree-
ments and tock nine Communists with
him weas not challenged in the commit-
tee. The State Department never de-
nied it. Now, if there is anything in the
world that the Communists want it is a
depression in America and a weakening
of our national defense. That can hap-
pen under the present system. You can
call it a red herring if you want to.

I want to call as my witness the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. Ken-
nEpY], who on January 25 stated on this
floor:

Mr. Speaker, over this week end we have
learned the extent of the disaster that has
befallen China and the United States. The
responsibility for the failure of our foreign
policy in the Far East rests squarely with
the White House and the Department of
State. The continued insistence that aid
would not be forthcoming unless a coali-
tion government with the Communists was
formed, was a crippling blow to the Na-
tional Government.

Now, that is the crowd that is going to
write your tariff law. That is the crowd
that is going to determine the future of
industries in this country that are so
vital to our welfare. That is the group
that is going to write the tax law that
means the life or death over industries
essential to our national defense.

Mr, EBERHARTER. Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CURTIS. I cannot yield right
now. When I finish I shall be glad to
yield.

Again, I say, the State Department in
the hearings never denied that they took
nine Communists and fellow travelers to
Geneva to help plan world trade. It is
quite evident that they took them to
San Francisco. Anyone who reads Mr.
Hiss’ record knows that.

I would like to see this legislation
amended so that I can support it. I
would like to see an escape clause. The
peril-point procedure should be retained.
I would like to see some safeguards
thrown around this law so that the na-
tional defense of this Republic could not
be bartered away by men who either do
not kncw or do not care. .

I was one of those people who had
hoped that we would have here in Amer-

‘ica following the war & growing, expand-

ing synthetic rubber industry. We could
have lost the last war if it had not been
for the great strides we made in syn-
thetic rubber production. That industry
is very essential to our national defense.
What has the State Department done in
regard to it? Among other things, they
have frozen rubber on the free list. We
cannot impose a tariff against natural
and synthetic rubber without violating
our agreements. Andthatisnotall. At
the present time we are maintaining a
synthetic rubber industry through the
power that this Congress delegated to
the President to issue directives requir-

‘ing a certain percentage of our rubber
to be synthetic.
‘bound this country not to increass that

The State Department
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formula in favor of synthetic rubber pro-
duction. Did they ask Congress about
it? Did they come to the Committee on
Armed Services? No, they did not.

It was not so many months ago that
the chief champion for trade agreements
that came before our committee was
none other than Henry Wallace. About
the last official functions of Alger Hiss
were in connection with trade agree-
ments, Again, I remind you that Mr,
REED’s charges were never denied by the
State Department.

Now I want to say something about this
great American watch industry of ours.
Where would we be in America if we did
not have that pool! of trained workers,
those experts whom it takes at least 10
years to develop, some of them, to make
the timing instruments, these precision
instruments so necessary to make ma-
chines of war? Our own Military Estab-
lishment sent up a letter stating that the
maintenance of the watch industry is
necessary for the national defense.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to call
attention to a portion of the testimony
of Mr. James G. Shennan which is
found in the hearings:

The 1936 trade agreement with Switzer-
land reduced the tariffis on watches, and
thereafter the J[merican industry's share
in the American market fell sharply. Sub-
sequent to the 1936 trade agreement, four
factors, in addition to the reduction of tar-
ifis, operated to reduce furthsr the tarif
protection which remained to the industry.

First, in 1934, the United States reduced
the value of the dollar. This is one of the
reasons given in the Tariff Commission’s
digest of trade data on the trade agreement
with Switzerland, for reducing watch tariffs
by the Swiss trade agreement in 1838. Four
months after consummation of the agree-
ment, the Swiss devalued the franc by ap-
proximately 35 percent, but no compensat-
ing increase was thereafter made in the
reduced tariffs.

Two, the tariff duties on watches are
specific, that is to say so many dollars
and cents per watch. The subsequent in-
flation has operated to reduce further, on
an ad valorem or percentage basis, the
protection left by the trade agreement and
the devaluation of the Swiss franc.

Three, the duty on "adjustments,” which
was intended to afford progressively greater
protection the higher the quality of the
watch, has been rendered completely in-
effective by the marking of imported watches
as *“unadjusted,” regardless of the fact.

Four, the cost of watch-movement manu-
facture, which is practically all labor, has
more than doubled in this counfty since
{the beginning of the war.

The dollar increase here has been dis-
proportionate to that In Switzerland, inas-
much as we ctarted from a higher base cost
because of the much higher labor rates in
this country. Cur labor rates are approx-
imately 2!, times those of the Swiss for
comparable jobs.

Over 55,000,000 jeweled watches and move-
ments have been imported into this country
since 1941; the high point being 1846 when
imports of jeweled wa’ches exceeded the
9,000,000 mark.

During the first 11 months of 1948, the
latest statistics available to wus, the imports
of jeweled watches exceeded 7,100,000. This
is an average of almost 7,000,000 jeweled
watches annually over the years beginning
with 1941, as contrasted to an average of
about 2,600,000 from 1936 through 1940, and
an average of less than 1,000,000 for the years
1930 through 1925,
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All of these watches are advertised and
sold as jeweled watches, and are competitive
with the products of this industry.

Waltham has already felt the full impact
of this competition, and any weakening of
the watch market in this country could have
serious repercussions on the remaining com-
panies in the industry. The break-even point
of the American watch industry has steadily
risen, during the war and since, and this
requires a larger volume to sustain profitable
operations than ever before.

Price increases were granted to the ime
porters of Swiss watches by OPA during the
war, and their profits were not subject to
renegotiation, This, and their continued
heavy volume during our reconversion, has
enabled the importers, during and since the
war, to more extensively advertise their brand
names than ever before,

In addition to this advertising of brand
names by the importers, the Swiss watch
manufacturers themselves, within the last
year, for the first time, have gone into a tre-
mendous institutional advertising campaign
promoting the Swiss watch in this country
in an effort to enhance the already dominant
position they hold in this market.

The trade agreement with Switzerland has
been in effect since 1936, 12 years next month,
During this period inflation and other in-
fluences have operated on the specific dutles
of the watch tariffs to completely obsolete
them. In addition, the war took the Ameri-
can industry completely out of the market,
‘and imposed on the American industry a
difficult reconversion problem. 3

It is our opinion that this agreement,
when it was entered into 12 years ago, was
not intended to create an inflexible situation.
But the agreement has never been changed
in that entire 12-year period. Furthermore,
the agreement does not contain an escape
clause, as do the more recently negotiated
or renegotiated agreeraents, and as is now
required by Executive order.

Mr. Shennan went on to say:

We have been told by the National Se=-
curity Resources Board that they anticipate
Switzerland will be completely cut off in the
event of another war.

Additional tariff protection, designed to
equalize the cost of movement production in
this country and the cost of movements to
the importers, is necessary to insure the
future of this industry as a matter of na-
tional defense, if for no other reason.

A great many governments are attempting
to reduce imports by quota or exchange re-
strictions. We are not asking this. Under
the conditions that exist today we do not
think this is the answer to the industry’s
problem.

The American jeweled-watch industry is
not seeking an advantage in the American
market. Gentlemen, we ask only for equal-
ity at the border of the United States; we
ask for realistic duties which will equalize
the cost of a movement to the importer
with the cost of a comparable movement
made in America by American labor. From
this point on, the material, labor, and other
services required are, and should be, on a
competitive basis.

Correct these tariff inequities by giving
us equality at the border. It will stimulate
American-movement production. It will
attract others to the business. It may well
attract Swiss importers to set up factories
here, Thils we would welcome. It would
stimulate competition. And furthermore, it
would strengthen the defenses of this Nation
by preserving and enhancing the skills nec-
essary for the production of precision time
mechanisms.

Mr. Chairman, it is a matter of record
that the Swiss watch industry sold their
timing instruments to our enemies in the
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last war. Perhaps it will be said they
were a neutral and had a right to do
that. It must be borne in mind, however,
that during that same time the Ameri-
can jeweled-watch industry went to war
totally. Without it, we could not have
attained victory. Since the war the
Swiss have refused to ship watch-making
machinery to the United States and have
done everything they could to establish
a world monopoly. I again want to call
your attention to the testimony of Mr.
Shennan,

Mr. CurTis. What 1s the situation in re-
gard to the past existence of an embargo
on the export of watch-making machinery by
the Swiss?

Mr. SHENNAN. The situation which arose in
1946 and still obtains is that we cannot
buy any watch-making machinery from the
machine builders in Switzerland except on
a lease arrangement called machor, which
has certain conditions in it that are very
repugnant to the American theory of busi-
ness which is to do the best you can and
compete but not agree not to compete.

Mr. CurTis. Is the Swiss watch Industry
pretty much of a controlled operation? How
do they operate; do you know?

Mr. SHENNAN. Well, sir; it is rather com-
plicated but in general there are several
principal watch trusts that control and di-
rect certain branches of the industry. There
is one trust for watch manufacturers and

one for parts, which includes the tool build-

ers, one for the jewel makers and one for
case makers. They are tied at the top by
two organizations called the Superholding
and also the Swiss Watch Chamber.

There is Government representation, or at
least considerable interest, I am not too
familiar with that. There is joint and cen-
tral Government research, there is Govern-
ment tralning of the engineers and tool
makers, and in general I think that you can
say that the trust, with Government bless-
ings, controls everything they do.

That is a matter of public record, sir.

Mr. CurTIs. That interest of the Swiss Gov-
ernment continues on in their negotiation
with foreign countries on watches?

Mr. SHENNaAN. I would say they were very
skillful negotiators.

Mr. Curtis. Suppose the other two jeweled-
watch industries in this country were to go
the way of Waltham, and we hope that
Waltham recovers, but in the event they do
not, would that lead to pretty much of a
wor?ld. monopoly of the jeweled-watch indus-
try

Mr, SHENNAN. I would say that it would be
virtually a complete world monopoly; yes,
sir.

Mr. Curtis. How long has it been since a
new jeweled watch company was organized
in the United States?

Mr. SHENNAN. A great many years. It has
been a great many years since a new com-
pany was organized. However, the Bulova
plant was started in 1931, if I am not mis-
taken, 1931 or 1932, and has been operating
since that time.

Mr. Curtis. That is carried on by a com-
pany that is also in the business of im-
port, is that true?

Mr. SHENNAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. CorTis. In other words, your battle
has been to hold your own without much
hope of expansion, speaking for the indus-
try generally?

Mr. SHENNAN. Yes, sir; that is true.

I might say this about the plant which Is
built by an importer. He may have the same
reason to be worried about watch production
as the United States Government. He may
wish, therefore, to hedge his investment in
his brand name by having some manufac-
turing on both sides of the ocean which I
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think is a reasonable sensible thing to do if
you can afford to do it.

Mr. CurTis. Now, if a more helpful climate
could be created for the watch industry, that
would have some degree of permanence and
would not only protect the watch industry,
that we have, but would make possible some
expansion, would that be to the advantage
of the American consumer and be of ad-
vantage to our Government from the stand-
point of national defense?

Mr. SHENNAN, Yes, sir; I think it would.
We do not believe in suppressing competi-
tion. I think in order to keep the industry
on its toes, there must be a degree of com-
petition but there comes a point when it is
overwhelming. I do feel that if the industry
had a chance to compete and grow, that
eventually there would be benefits to both
the consumer and to the national defense
very definitely,

Mr. Curtis. In other words, growth 18 a
much better trend of things than mere
maintenance of the status quo?

Mr. SHENNAN. I think if you stand still
you very likely might go backward.

Mr. CurTis. But from the standpoint of de-
fense, we would not only be building up the
factorles and the machines to turn to but it
would mean a new crop, a new-age group, of
skilled workmen in more and new communi-
ties, would it not?

Mr. SHENNAN. That Is the most important
thing, as I see it, sir.

Testimony was submitted in our com=~
mittee with reference to one particular
type of watch movement that could be
made in Switzerland, sent to this country,
the reduced tariff paid on it, and the
watch would still sell for $4.40 cheaper
than it could be made here in America.

Some of these importers took the wit-
ness stand. I asked one of those gen-
tlemen about his production costs. He
said he did not know. He was the
treasurer of a company manufacturing
watches in Switzerland. I asked him
about his wage rates. He said he did not
know. Throughout the hearings, you
will find question after question put in
an effort to find out the facts, and they
said they did not know.

"~ Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?
© Mr, CURTIS. I yield.

Mr. HINSHAW. I do not have the
current information, but not long ago we
were receiving from 1 to 3 plane loads
of watch parts per week from Switzer-
land, amounting to something between 5
and 10 tons of watch parts. Watch parts
are very small and they make an awful
lot of watches out of 10 tons of parts.

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the gentleman.

I yield to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. MasoN].

Mr. MASON. The latest information
on the importation of Swiss watches is
that they are coming in now at the rate
of 9,000,000 watches a year.

Mr, CURTIS. I would like to have the
attention of those Members who are in-
terested in what the agricultural wit-
nesses had to say. It has been said that
the Farm Bureau favored this act. They
did appear and speak generally in favor
of trade agreements. I asked Mr. Kline:

Would you favor the reduction of tfarifis
on agricultural commodities in exchange for
reduction of a foreign country of their tariffs
on our industrial products?

Mr. KriNE. Well, the question taken just
by itself, I would say “No."
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T then asked:

In carrying out the trade-agreement pro-
gram in the Western Hemisphere, does. not
that problem enter into it? :

Mr. KUINE. Yes, Sir. - e

I asked him:

Has the Farm Bureau any position with
respect to further action by trade-agreement
negotiators with respect to any one of the
commodities such as butter, cheese, wheat,
wool, and so on down the line?

Do you have any position with respect to
any partleular commodity?

Mr. ELiNE. We have made here a statement
of the general position, and within that posi-
tion we reserve the right to take a lock at
things as they come along.

Mr. Goss, of the Grange, testified, and
I want to give you a word or two from his
statement. He said:

We do not believe H. R. 1211 will provide
the type of tariff system the Nation needs.

Then he goes on to say:

In the Trade Agreements Act we made twWo
basic changes—the abandonment of the prin-
ciple of protection and surrendering the
making of tariff rates to the executive branch
of the Government,

First, we abandoned the protection policy
and adopted a trade promotion policy. We
adopted no rules to go by except to promote
irade. We assumed that all trade is beneficial
without regard to its effect on our producers.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Nebraska has again ex-
pired.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr, Chair-
man, I yield the gentleman one additional
minute.

Mr, CURTIS. May I also suggest that
you examine the testimony submitted by
the representative of the independent oil
producers. That gentleman pointed oub
that eoncessions made allegedly to for-
eign countries were mace to large oil
companies, most of them being American
companies, that the companies received
the benefits, and they were not passed on
to the country where this oil was pro-
duced.

A representative of the fruit and vege-
table people from Florida gave to us the
benefit of Lis own investigation in Mex-
ico, he told how we reduced the tariff
and an American company on the Amer-
ican side of the line produced those vege~
tables in Mexico and got the benefit of
our tariff reduction and none of that
benefit was passed along to the many
Mexican people who did that work.

This act should be amended to prevent
the growth of monopolies and trusts.
Benefits intended for foreign workers
should actually help them and not fur-
ther exploit them.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Nebraska has again ex-
pired.

Mr, DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 20 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. EBERHARTER].

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr, Chairman,
I wish the membership would keep in
mind that the minority report listed only
two objections to the present measure,
One objection was to the effect that the
bill before us does not provide that every
agreement shall immediately contain a
so-called escape clause,
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Now the true fact about the matter is
that every agreement that has been en-
tered into by this country since the year
1942 contains an escape clause and all
future agreements will contain it. The
State Department, the Interdepartmen-
tal Trade Agreements Committee, in-
cluding the Department of Labor, the
Department of Commerce, the National
Military Establishment, and every other
agency of the Federal Government con-
cerned with the making of these agree-
ments, have negotiated or are now nego-
tiating, so that 18 out of 728 of our past
agreements will contain this clause. The
rest will be changed as soon as practi-
cable,

Mr, Chairman, I wish the membership
would also keep in mind that this act—
this great Cordell Hull reciprocal-trade-
agreements program—was first passed in
1934. It was renewed in 1937, renewed
in 1940, renewed in 1943, and in 1945,
and in 1648.

In other words, on six different oc-
casions this question has been debated
on the floor of the House and the floor
of the Senate. We have gone through
the agony in many instances of hearing
the complaints of specific industries
which were always afraid that they
might be hurt. They always have the
fear in their minds that the State De-
partment and these other departments
of the Government would negotiate con-
cessions so that they would be put out of
business; yet the record clearly discloses,
Mr, Chairman, that in no single in-
stance was any industry seriously hurt
or damaged by any concession made
under these reciprocal trade agreements.
Every organization in the counfry that
has, one might say, no special interest to
plead is in favor of this great program,

Mr. Chairman, I wish to call the at-
tention of the Members, now, to the fact
that in 1934 the Republican members of
the Ways and Means Committee voted
against this program, they voted solidly;
they were against it; they were high
protectionists; they were high-tariff peo-
ple. In their minority report they listed
24 reasons why the act' would practically
ruin the American economy. But, mark
you, Mr. Chairman, at that time they did
not say the Communists were behind
this, There was no “Beware, the Com-
munists are behind it.” On five differ-
ent occasions this question has been de-
bated on the floor of the House for days
and days at a time and on the floor of
the other body, yet never did they bring
up this red herring. They bring it up
today because all of the 24 reasons they
had advanced in previous debates have
been shown to carry no weight. They
are throwing a lot of dead cats, if I may
use that expression, Mr. Chairman, at
the present renewal of this act in un-
restricted and unhampered form. It was
even charged in the hearings, Mr. Chair-
man, that these reciprocal trade agree-
ments were largely responsible for the
oil monopoly enjoyved throughout the
world by five or six oil companies. It
was even charged with failure because
it had not prevented a Second World
War. That was charged on the floor.

It was even charged in the commitiee
hearings that the reciprocal trade agree-
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ments program was responsible for our
not, building up a sufficient stock pile of
strategic materials; and On and on they
go, trying to find excuses.

Why, they charged time and time
again that the act was uncenstitutional,
That comes up at every hearing. The
charge is made that the act is unconsti=-
tutional; and yet last yeer the Republi-
can majority passed the act in practically
the same form, insofar as constitutional-
ity is concemed as we passed it in 1845
and previous years, and as we are {rying
to pass it now. : _

Mr. Chairman, they pleaded last year
in the hearings—in fact, it was pleaded
here today—that we should return to the
old logrolling days of the Smoot-Hawley
tariff. They contended in previous de-
bate on the floor that studies should be
made of the difference in wages, studies
which would probably take a couple of
years to complete. They contend that
we should obliterate the most-favored=
nations clause.

Finally, we are down here today to the
proposition that they have only two criti-
cisms, each one of which evaporates
after it is studied, by anyone not having
a special interest to plead. So the only
thing to do is to pass this bill as it has
been presented to the House by the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means,

Last year the Republicans, of course,
were in the majority, and it being an
election year they were afraid to go be-
fore the great American voting public
and say, ‘“No; we are going to kill the
reciprocal-trade-agreements program.”
But what did they say? They said, “We
will renew it for 1 year.” But then they
hung so many dead weights around that
program that it could not work. This
is the testimony of those who were in
charge of the operation of the program;
and it was so stated by the President.
The President has told us that the recip-
rocal trade program cannot be effective~
ly and efficiently consummated because
of the dead weights that were hung
around it in 1948. I suggest, Mr. Chair-
man, that had there been a different
complexion of the House today the mat-
ter of the reciprocal-trade-agreements
renewal would not be on the floor of this
House, because the high pretectionists,
the high-tariff lobbyists and the high-
tariff Members of Congress wanted to
kill the program. They were afraid to
kill it outright last year but they thought
they could do it and fool the American
public by hanging these dead weights
around it.

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. EBERHARTER. I yield to the
gentleman from Ohio,

Mr, JENKINS, Why is it that the
gentleman and his entire party, when
they were in full power back in the hey-
day of the New Deal, never had the cour-
age to extend it more than 3 years?
Why did not the gentleman's party ex-
tend it and why do you not extend it
now and make it permanent if it is so
good? You have the votes, you have the
power; why do you not do it?

Mr. EBERHARTER. When this great
program was presented to the country
and to the Congress of the United States,
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Cordell Hull asked for a certain time.
He thought it would be a good thing for
the economy of the country, for the
betterment of world conditions and he
thought it would be a helpful aid to
peace. He was of the opinion it should
ke tried for 3 years. So we just got into
the habit of renewing it every 3 years in
order to review it to see whether it is be-
ing properly administered. Every Con-
gress since 1937, when the first act ex-
pired, has seen the wisdom of renewing
it up until the Eightieth Republican Con-
gress, at which time they thought they
could kill the program, but, thank good-
ness, the wisdom of the American public
is such that that scheme of theirs did not
go through.

When the 1948 Republican platform
was first presented to the resolutions
commiftee in Philadelphia, it contained
two paragraphs unequivocally endorsing
the reciprocal-trade-agreements pro-
gram, but after the platform was looked
over they changed the wording to a vague
phrase: “The Republican Party favors a
system of reciprocal trade.” They did
not say anything about agreements.
They just favored reciprocal trade. They
were beginning to hedge.

Mr. JENKINS. Of course, we talked
about reciprocal {rade because we are the
originators of it. AsIsaid in my remarks
this afternoon, the reciprocal-trade=-
agreements program is a Republican
matter, but we managed it under a sys-
tem by which the officials down here in
the Washington departments were re-
sponsible to the Congress. That is where
it ought to be.

Mr. EBERHARTER. I will tell the
gentleman what you did last year. You
reported a bill out of the Ways and
Means Committee unanimously sup-
ported by the Republican membership.
You reported it under a gag rule so that
no amendments could be offered and with
only 3 hours of general debate, No
amendments could be offered, as I said.
That bill was passed by the House under
the whip of the Republican majority, and
the hill was so bad that Secretary Mar-
shall said he would rather have no bill
at all because the bill was so bad nothing
could possibly be done. There was such
a protest throughout the country at the
terms of that bill that the other body,
after studying the matter a little bit, im-
proved it to a great extent. There is no
question but what the Republican mem-
bership was committed to killing the pro-
gram and the act they passed would have
killed the program if it had not been for
the other body and we would not have
been able to start the negotiations that
have already been held.

Mr. JENKINS. If this is such a ter-
rible thing we did, why did President
Truman sign the bill?

Mr. EBERHARTER. I said what the
House passed was so terrible the Secre-
tary of State made the unequivocal
statement in writing—it is in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD—that he would rather
have no measure at all than the one
passed by the House. The other body
made some improvement and corrections
in it which were accepted because we
had a little foresight, We thought per-
haps we could start preliminary nego-
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tiations and in the fall of the year we
could correct it. That is what is com-
ing about, Mr. Chairman, we are cor-
recting the dark deeds that were done
last year.

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EBERHARTER., I yield to the
gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Is this
bill open to amendment? Is the bill
subject to amendment on the floor of the
House?

Mr. EBERHARTER. Oh, yes. We
Democrats follow the policy, of course,
of having free and open debate, as many
hours as you want today, then tomorrow
you will have all the opportunity you
want to offer amendments, provided they
are in order. We made it an open rule
in order to give all of the Members, in-
cluding the gentleman from Massachu-
setts, if he wants to, an opportunity to
offer amendments. We did not do any-
thing like was done last year.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

. Mr. EBERHARTER. I yield to the
gentleman from Tennessee.

Mr. COOPER. I am sure the distin-
guished gentleman from Pennsylvania
remembpers that the bill brought in last
year by the Republicans was under a
closed rule, with no amendments per-
mitted except those offered by the com-
mittee.

Mr., EBERHARTER. Yes. I hope
the gentleman from Massachusetts will
remember that. I assume, perhaps,
that he wanted to offer an amendment
last year, but his leadership would not
permit him to do it by reason of the
gag rule that was in effect.

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. The
rules were broad enough to protect our
interests. I want to know whether this
bill will be subject to amendment that
will give us a chance to protect our fish-
ery, and boot and shoe, and watch in-
dustries.

Mr. EBERHARTER. 1 am glad the
gentleman mentioned fisheries. Let me
tell you something about that poor fish-
ing industry. I think I have it here.
The fishermen came down from New
England. That is the section where the
gentleman from Massachusetts comes
from. They painted a very dismal pic-
ture about the flood of fish that were
being imported. The whole industry
was simply being ruined. It was a piti-
ful situation; pitiful. Well, Mr. Chair-
man, we wanted to get the facts on this
problem of fish, and we asked a few
questions. We asked them how many
additional boats would be needed by the
New England fishermen to bring in the
fish that were being imported. What do
you suppose the answer was? Six boats
would bring in all the fish that were
being imported, that were ruining the
fishing industry. Afterward they re-
duced that figure. But, you know, if
six boats can ruin a fishing industry,
it is a pitiful situation, I will say to my
colleague from Massachusetts.

There is another point I want to bring
out.

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. EBERHARTER. I think the gen-
tleman is well acquainted with some of
the fishery-industry men that came
down and testified.

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I am
sure the answer was incorrectly given
or accepted. Even six vessels will not
bring in 54,000,000 pounds of fish a year.
I think the gentleman will agree to that.

Mr. EBERHARTER. I do not know
how many fish there were. It depends
on how big they are. Of course, there
are different sized fish. Some member
of the committee—I think it was the gen-
tleman from Tennessee here—asked
about the average annual income of these
fishermen. I hope my colleague from
Massachusetts will listen to this. You
know, the crews of these fishing vessels
are not pald wages; they are paid a share
depending upon how many fish are
caught. The answer was that the aver-
age earnings were around $5,000 per man
per year last year. Of course, in 1945
they only made $4,500 a year—these poor
fishermen. Now they are making about
$5,000. Then the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. CoopEr] asked about their
production. The production, Mr, Chair-
man, has doubled over what it was be-
fore the war. So, they certainly need a
lot of tariff protection.

Oh, I have a lot of other instances®
here, Mr. Chairman. Here is one in-
dustry representative—I do not want to
mention his name because it might em-
barrass the whole industry—but he was
just weeping about what the imports
were doing to their particular industry,
or the industry he was speaking for.
“We have the competition of these cheap
imports from abroad,” he said. “One
manufacturer felt the competition so he
had to do something he had never done
before.” We waited and waited and
waited for the answer, and what do you
suppose this manufacturer had been
forced to do? He had been forced to
advertise. That is the first time he had
ever been forced to do that in all the
history of his business. So he had been
forced to advertise because of these seri-
ous imports that were coming in here.

They bring in this question of com-
munism. The gentleman from Nebraska
[Mr. CorTis] said that these Communists
are the ones that are forming this State
Department policy; that they are the
ones that are going to make up these
trade-agreement programs. I suppose
if there are any Communists to be found
in the Government, that will be justifica-
tion for every Republican Member to
take a stand against every bill that is
recommended by the President of the
United States and by the departments
down here—merely because somebody
accuses somebody else of being a fellow
traveler or having communistic leanings.
It is easy to find a reason, you know, if
you just point to somebody's name, Alger
Hiss or somebody like that. Then we
should oppose these programs, it is
argued.

Mr. Chairman, I want to call attention
to the fact that the United States Cham-
ber of Commerce, the United States asso-
ciates of the International Chamber of
Commerce, the National Foreign Trade
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Counceil, the National Council of Ameri-
can Importers, the National Farmers Un-
jon, the American Farm Bureau Associa-
tion, the Congress of Industrial Organ-
izations, the American Federation of La-
bor, and about 80 percent of the people
of the United States are in favor of this
program, so this flank attack, this attack
by these special pleaders that come down
here time after time, pleading especially
the fear that something might happen
to their industry—I think we should just
about consider their true value and re-
member that they are special pleaders
and pay no attention to them, because in
the entire history of this act, since 1934,
which is 14 years, at least, there have
been only three complaints filed in the
Tariff Commission. Two of the com-
plaints were dismissed by the Tariff Com-
mission itself as having no evidence to
support their contention that they might
in the future be injured, and the third
complaint is still being investigated and
has not been decided.

So, Mr. Chairman, I hope that on to-
morrow, when some of these amend-
ments are offered which really have no
merit to them whatever, at least our side
of the aisle will stand fast and send to
the other body the measure which the
Fresident of the United States asked for,
which the Democratic Members ran on
their platforms when they campaigned
for reelection to this body and for new
election to this body. Let us go on in
such a manner that we can show the
European countries and all the rest of
the world that we really mean it when
we say we want to remove trade barriers,
we want to have more international good
will. We not only want to help raise
the standard of living of the people of
the United States but we want fo help
Europe recover. Let us go forward in
a more peaceful world and not throw up
barriers and set a bad example to all
the rest of the world.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 20 minutes to the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. Mason].

Mr., MASON. Mr. Chairman, the
Eightieth Congress passed a 1-year ex-
tension of the Reciprocal Trade Agree-
ments Act and placed in the law a provi-
sion that in effect reestablished - the
United States Tariff Commission as an
agent of the legislative branch of the
Federal Governmenf. The l-year ex-
tension was made in order to have the
law expire at the same time the charter
of the International Trade Organization
will come before this Congress for con-
sideration, so that these closely knit
Siamese fwins, the ITO and the Recipro-
cal Trade Agreements Act, might be con-
mered by Congress at one and the same

e.

The Tariff Commission, when first set
up, was an agent of the Congress, bi-
partisan in make-up, composed of ex-
perts. In 1934, when the Reciprocal
Trade Agreements Act was passed, the
Tariff Commission was buried in and
subordinated to. the executive depart-
ment. Many of its findings and reports
thereafter were made to the President
.and kept from the Members of Congress.
The Eightieth Congress, in extending the
Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act, in
substance reestablished the Tariff Com-
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mission as an agent of the Congress, but
provided that the Commission make g
report to the President for his guidance
in making future trade agreements. If
for any reason he disregarded the find-
ings of the Tariff Commission as to peril
points, then the President would be re-
quired to make available to the Congress
the Tariffi Commission’s Report, along
with his reasons for disregarding the rec-
ommendations of the Commission as to
peril points.

H. R. 1211, now before the Congress,
proposes to repeal the 1948 act; to extend
the period for 3 years from last June 12;
to bury or subordinate the Tariff Com-
mission again within the executive de-
partment; and to divorce it from the leg-
islative department, Is that what we
want to do?

Mr. Chairman, the United States
adopted its reciprocal trade program in
1934. The program has been in opera-
tion 14 years. Its objective is to reduce
or remove world trade barriers and per-
mit the free flow of goods between coun-
tries, thereby removing one of the prin-
cipal causes of war. That is an excel-
lent objective, a very worthy purpose.
How has it worked out? Testimony
given before the Ways and Means Com-
mittee at recent hearings brought out
the following very disappointing facts:

First. After 14 years, world trade bar-
riers are greater today than ever before.

Second. We have experienced World
War II, and the world today is in greater
fear of war than when the Reciprocal
Trade Agreements Act was adopted.

Third. American industries are being
injured, American workers have lost their
jobs, even though the full impact of the
program upon our American industries
has not as yet fully materialized.

Dr. Clair Wilcox, formerly Director of
the Office of Intematlonal Trade Policy
of the State Department, and one of the
best-posted men in America on our for-
eign-trade program, in commenting on
the results of the 14-year record of our
reciprocal-trade-agreements program,
made this statement before the United
States Chamber of Commerce Institute
on June 15, 1948:

The trade of the world today is more tightly
regimented than it ever has been before in
history, in time of peace. The tariff is the
old-fashioned method of restricting trade,
It is the mildest method of restricting trade
that exists at the presént time. As a mat-
ter of fact, a naticn that confines trade re-
striction to the use of a tariff today can
be said to be pursuing a liberal trade policy.

The June 1548 monthly letter of the
National City Bank of New York con-
tained the following statement:

Forelgn producers criticize our protective
duties on certain articles. HNevertheless, the
United States market generally is freer of
access today than practically any other mar-
ket in the world.

Mr. Chairman, embargoes, quotas,
preferences, import license restrictions,
currency manipulations, subsidies, state
trading, and other restrictive trade de-
vices haye been adopted by foreign na-
tions to control the movement of trade.
They are much more restrictive than
simple tariff barriers. Our feeble tariff
barriers are as nothing when compared
with the trade barriers set up by govern-
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ments that have entered into reciprocal
trade agreements with us.

Mr, Chairman, we have built up a
watch industry in the United States that
gives employment to scores of thousands
of workers. These workers are paid a
reasonably high wage that enables them
to live decentiy upon a standard of living
that is the highest in the world, Swit-
zerland, under our reciprocal-trade-
agreements program, hes been dumping
millions of watches on our American
market at far less than it cests to manu-
facture them here. This has forced our
factories either to go out of business or
to go on part-time production. What is
the difference between importing cheap
labor to compete with our American
labor—which our immigration laws for-
bid—and importing the products of
cheap labor to compete with the product
of our factories—which our reciprocal
trade program permiis—thereby robbing
our factory workers of their jobs?

2fore World War II—1931-35—47
percent of the American market for
jeweled watches was supplied by  im-
ported waiches from Switzerland, and
53 percent of the American market was
supplied by our own American jeweled
watch indusiries. In 1936 we negotiated
a reciprocal trade agreement with Swit-
zerland. Later our American watch fac-
tories were retooled and converted for
war needs, making precision instru-
ments for the Army and Navy. Switzer-
land then took over the American mar-
ket for jeweled watches to such en extent
that by 1946 Switzerland supplied 86 per-
cent of the jeweled wafches sold in
America.

Since 1941, when we entered the war,
a total of 59,000,000 Swiss watches have
been imported. During the last 4 years,
1945-48, an average of more than 9,000,-
000 $Swiss waiches were imported
each year. This importation of Swiss
watches under our reciprocal {rade
agreement with Switzerland has seriously
damaged our American-watch industry,
Today there are only three American=~
jeweled watch companies left in the
United States, Elgin, Hamilion, and
Waltham, and the Waltham Watch Co.
is already bankrupt and in the hands of
a receiver,

“Mr, Chairman, the serious question
concerning the American-jeweled watch
industry is the important part it plays
in national defense. It is absolutely es-
sential that a pool or reservoir of skilled
watchmakers be maintained, to be drawn
upen in time of war to make precision
time instruments—chronometers, fire~
control watches, time fuses, aircraft in-
struments, jewel bearings, etc.—without
which not a battleship nor a warplane
can be operated, not a bomb can be
dropped, not a torpedo nor a rocket bomb
fired, until a delicate timing instrument
to operate it has been installed. There
is no other source for the kind of skill
needed to make these precision instru-
ments other than the jeweled-watch in-
dustry. Yet our reciprocal trade agree=
ment with Switzerland has almost de«
stroyed our American jeweled-watch in-
dustry, an industry so essential to our
national defense.

Switzerland has captured the world
trade in jeweled watches, Even the
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American market has been taken over to
the extent of 80 percent. Switzerland
furnished practically all of the precision
instruments used by Germany in the last
war. She also furnished most of the
precision instruments used by our Eu-
ropean allies. She could do this because
she was a neutral in the war. Do we
want to become dependent upon Switzer-
land in time of war for precision instru-
ments? Dare we risk such dependency?

Mr. Chairman, after 14 years of experi-
mentation with reciprocal trade agree-
ments, it is time for us to “stop, lock, and
listen”; it is time for us to analyze, to
weigh, and to measure the results of the
reciprocal trade program before we ex-
tend it for 3 more years, without the
safeguards that were placed in it by the
1948 act. A careful analysis of the re-
sults of our 14 years’' experience con-
vinces me of the following:

First. The program has not contrib-
uted to international goodwill.

Second. The program has not removed
nor reduced world trade barriers with the
exception of our own.

Third. The program has neither pre-
vented war nor removed the threat of
war.

Fourth. The program has already
damaged some American industries and
thrown some American workmen out of
work, even though the impact of the pro-
gram upon our economy has not as yet
fully materialized.

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, I
am opposed to the passage of H. R. 1211
without proper and necessary safeguards
being incorporated in the bill.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 15 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Comssl.

Mr. COMBS. Mr. Chairman, I intend,
in what I am going to say, to deal prin-
cipally with the question of the jeweled
watch industry as affected by our recip-
rocal-trade agreements, which subject
has been discussed by two or three pre-
ceding speakers, including the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. MasoNn] and the gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. CurTIis].

Beiore doing that, however, I want to
talk just briefly on two other points dis-
cussed by preceding speakers.

The oppesition to this bill has repeat-
edly discussed the peril-point proposi-
tion—that provision of the law of 1948
whereby the Tariff Commission is author-
ized to make a finding of that point below
which, in its judgment, tariff rates cannot
be lowered without injury to particular
commodities. Instead of that provision
being to the benefit of the manufacturer,
it so hamstrings our representatives in
negotiating trade agreements as to work
against the American manufacturer.
Let us follow that thought a little further.
The theory of reciprocal trade is that the
representatives of our country and other
countries will sit around the table, and
that mutual concessions will be made.
In return for a concession made by us in
respect to an article the negotiating coun-
try will make some concession with re-
spect to the admission of American goods.
In some instances instead of keeping out
or reducing imports by high tariffs which
would increase the cost to the American

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

consumer, an agreement is negotiated
whereby we limit imports.

It is necessary that our negotiators
shall be free at the conference to make
adjustment in return for concessions
made to us by other countries. The peril-
point theory as injected into the law by
the act of 1948 removes the Tariff Com-
mission from negotiations and requires
it to sit back as a sort of separate entity
to make a finding before the negotiation
begins as to the point below which a rate
cannot be lowered. That is an invitation
to the American negotiators to go down
to that point. Mr, Thorpe, testifying for
the State Department, said that in many
instances the negotiators had not gone
as far in the reductions in certain tariffs
as they would have been authorized to
£0 by the findings of the Tariff Commis-
sion. From 1934 on to last year the
members of the Tariff Commission with
their expert knowledge and information
sat in the negotiations. They could ex-
press then and there their view concern-
ing the peril point, and lend their expert
advice and assistance in the negotiations.
But the effect of the restrictive amend-
ment of the sct of 1948 is to take them
completely out of the negotiations, for-
bid them the right of attending the ses-
sions where these agreements are negoti-
ated. They are left in this country.
Thereby our negotiators are deprived of
the advice and expert help, counsel, and
judgment of the Tariff Commission. In
the second place, we talk about the
danger of imports. Among nations, as
among men, no nation can purchase
more abroad than it can sell; it cannot
long buy more than it sells without
bankruptcy. If other nations are to buy
our goods and pay their debts to us, they
must sell us their goods and services.
All over the world, from World War I
on down, the world has maintained an
uneasy sort of economic unbalance in
which we have kept up world trade by
grants and loans and the purchase of
foreign gold which we buried at Fort
Knox while the economy of the other
nations’ languished. At long last we
came to the viewpoint that trade is not
a one-way street, That world prosperity
depends on world trade. We came fur-
ther to the viewpoint that we could not
long maintain the prosperity and the
freedom of our own Nation as a little
island of prosperity and peace in a world-
wide sea of rags and misery. That is
the basis of the whole reciprocal trade
agreements program.

A while ago the gentleman from New
York, for whom I have the greatest re-
spect, was tracing our downward decline
toward a Niagara of destruction, as a re-
sult of reciprocal trade. I could not
help but reflect that last year the profits
of the American economy, the corporate
profits of our Nation after the payment
of taxes reached the highest peak in the
Nation’s history. YWhere is the Niagara?
It does not exist except in the imagina-
tion of those who oppose the program
that has worked so successfully for 14
years.

One other thing the gentleman from
Nebraska referred to the grave harm
done to the synthetic-rubber industry by
the policies of the State Department.
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This happens to be something I know a
little about, for the biggest synthetic-
rubber plant in the world is located in
my district, at Port Neches, Tex. It has
a rated capacity of 125,000 tons of syn-
thetic rubber a year. Right now it is
operating at more than 50,000 tons a year
above its rated capacity, turning out the
synthetic rubber that goes to your tire
plants in Ohio and other places. It is
turning out this rubber for several cents
a pound cheaper than you can import
the natural rubber. It has increased the
life of automobile tires more than double.
They are now installing a new process,
making “cold rubber,” which will add
one-third longer life to passenger-car
tires. Because of this industry, which
has been fostered by the policies of our
Government, we have kept the price of
automobile tires away down below what
other comparable products have gone to
in this period of inflation. At no time
has the synthetic-rubber industry flour-
ished as it is flourishing today. The
gentleman from Nebraska was without
his facts when he said that the policies
of our Government have injuriously
affected the synthetic-rubber industry.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COMBS. I yield to the gentleman
from Nebraska.

Mr, CURTIS. Is it not true that we
have bound ourselves never to impose a
tariff on rubber?

Mr. COMES. I do not know about our
binding ourselves. I know that our
agreements have escape clauses. I know
we have the rubber and we have it cheap
and we have the best rubber and our
rubber plants are operating successfully.
So why worry?

Mr. CURTIS. Is it not true that we
have bound ourselves not to increase the
percentage of synthetie rubber that is re-
quired to go into our domestic consump-
tion?

Mr. COMBS. There may have been
some agreements with local industries.
I do not know.

Mr. CURTIS. No, with foreign coun-
tries.

Mr. COMBS. With foreign countries?

Mr. CURTIS. Yes.

Mr. COMBS. The agreements we
have so far may have been made to
protect the American synthetic rubber
industry. I'm not familiar with the
agreements you refer to, but I do not
think our synthetic rubber plants are
operating at capacity production. The
agreements may have been to protect
against foreign imports.

Mr. CURTIS. That is not borne out
in the hearings by testimony of the
State Department.

Mr, COMBS. We will not argue that
now.

Now let us go to the watch question.
First of all, considerable argument has
been made that the policies of our Gov-
ernment are completely wrecking the
jewel watch industry and that this is
going to sabotage our national defense.
For fear some of you may overlook it,
the chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means placed in the REcOrD
this morning a letter from the Hon.
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James Forrestal, head of our defense
establishment. I want to read you one
paragraph of that lefter:

The domestic jewel watch industry has
fulfilled its role in our program of national
defense, and I am not aware that its capa-
bilities have been adversely affected by tho
Reciprocal Trade Authorlty.

During the hearings before the Ways
and Means Committee it became evident
that opponents of reciprccal trade ex-
tension would use the Waltham Watch
Co. as a horrible example of the great
injury they contend is being done Amer-
ican manufacturers in general, and the
watch industry in particular, by foreign
imports under our reciprocal trade pro-
gram. Much inferesting testimony on
this subject came out during the hear-
ings. But knowing the opvonenis of
the pending bill would use the alleged
injury to the watch industry by Swiss
imports, and that the present difficulty
of the Waltham Watch Co. would be
used as an example, I decided to pursue
a little research in an effort to discover
what the real trouble with the Waltham
Watch Co. is. Several witnesses, in-
cluding Hon. Charles P. Taft, made the
statement that Waltham’s difficulty is
not due to foreign competition but to
mismanagement. I shall shortly sub-
mit some facts that I think support this
view beyond question. But before doing
this let me make these observations.

The Waltham Watch Co. is about 100
years old. Its product bears an honored
name in the American watch business.
The company is now in financial diffi-
culties and is undergoing a reorganiza-
tion that I sincerely hope will put it
back on its feet as one of the fine and
prosperous industries of this country.
The mayor of the city of Waltham and
the entire citizenry of the community
and the 2,300 employees of the Waltham
Watch Co. have banded together and
are digging into their savings, mortgag-
ing their homes, and pledging portions
of their future pay in order to raise a
part of the capital needed to get the
company on its feet again. I may add
that the employees at Waltham have
foregone requests for two pay raises that
have been received by employees of other
ccmpanies, and in one instance tock a
cut in their wages. The people of Walt-
ham and the people of all Massachusetts,
for that matter, are proud of the name
and prestige of the Waltham watch.
And T am sure the people of all America
recognize with pride the efforts the em-
ployees and citizens of Waltham are
making to rehabilitate their great in-
dustry. It is the same fine spirit the
members of the Massachusetts commu-
nity exh'bited nearly 175 years ago. I
am sure that every one of us wanis our
Government to do everything it can to
assist these valiant Americans, and I
am =ure that it will be done. As a
matter of fact, I am advised that RFC
has agreed to extend a loan in the amount
of several millions of dollars to assist in
the modernization and rehabilitation of
the Waltham Co. conditioned upon a re-
organization that will insure successful
operation.

But today we are debating a bill which
would restore and extend the reciprocal-
trade-agreements plan first inaugurated
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in 1924, And we are here met with the
argument that the troubles at Waltham
are caused by foreign competition. Is
Waltham & case where a successful and
prosperous company has been wrecked
by imports under reciprocal trade? Or
is its present plight the result of the
failure of its management to use sound
and modern methods of manufacturing
techniques, sales, and financial policies?
Well, let’s see what the evidence is.

Mr. Cenerazzo, the president of the
union representing the watchmakers in
the plant, stated during his testimony
before the Ways and Means Committee
that mismanagement—and he empha-
sized financial skullduggery as well as
poor choice of eguipment, lack of ad-
vertising, improper distribution meth-
ods and other errors—was the primary
dificulty at Waltham. A statement
from the mayor of the city of Waltham
read before the committee quoted the
findings of two surveys of the situation
to the effect that mismanagement and
lack of working capital were the reasons
for Waltham’s condition.

Unforfunately, this condition seems to
be nothing new at Waltham,

In the last day or so I have had the
opportunity to examiné a book entitled
“Timing a Century”—history of the
Waltham Watch Co. It was prepared by
Mr. Charles W. Moore and publicshed in
1945. It seems the study was suggested
by the president of Waltham, and the
Waltham Co., according to the preface
in the book, provided financial assistance
in publication. Now here are a few of
the many interesting facts revealed by
the book. Waltham Watch Co. was
founded in 1850. But in 1857, only T
years afler it was established, it went
through bankruptey, was sold by the
sheriff at auction for $56,000, and the
proceeds prorated among its creditors.
The company was promptly reorganized
but was forced to close in September of
that same year. It was reorganized and
from 1859 to 1882 the company prospered
in large part because of the demand
which developed for watches during the
Civil War. In 1864 the Elgin Watch Co.
was organized and later two other com-
panies were established. These com-
panies began a strong competition and
in 1891 Waltham found itself again in
difficulties. It barely survived the panic
of 1893, By 1901, however, the Waltham
Co. was again prosperous. It seems that
a sort of working agreement, or trust if
you please, had been worked out among
the American watch manufacturers so
that they sold their products to the
American people at a much higher price
than they sold on the foreign market.

I recall reading, when I was a child, a
statement, from William J. Bryan who
was fighting high tariffs, in which he
stated among other things that he had
purchased a Waltham watch at a jewelry
store in London for about one-half of
what the same watch would cost him at
an American jewelry store. This was
around the turn of the century. But by
1904 President Thecdore Roosevelt began
his trust-busting crusade and the Wal-
tham profits began to decline. And dur-
ing the panic of 1¢07 declining earnings
of the company, decay of management,
and manipulations of securities sales
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caused a stockholders’ revolt. The com-
pany again wen* through the wringer
and was reorganized in 1910. It then
began to diversify its production by add-
ing traveling clocks, automobile clocks,
time fuses, and automobile speedometers.
Sales to the Government during World
War I contributed to the company’s earn-
ings and it seems to have done very well
until the depression of 1921 when Wal-
tham again faced bankruptey. This
time, incompetence of the managing
executives was a controlling factor. The
company was saved from collapse at that
time by liberal loans from banks, and
the banks took it over. Their manage-
ment was nof successful and the Wal-
tham Co. was again reorganized in 1923.
The new management recognized that
Waltham had not been producing what
the market wanted, that the Swiss was
setting the pace and style, particularly in
small wrist watches. There was also
recognition that the Swiss had developed
superior watch-making machinery, and
that Waltham prices were too high.

Waltham seems to have done very
well until the begininng of the depres-
sion in 1930 when it again found itself
in difficulties. It then spearheaded the
move to curtail imports of watches and
along with other domestic watch com-
panies, Waltham was successful in get-
ting into the Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act,
the highest tariff rates on watches that
this country has ever had. But instead
of helping the situation it caused boot-
legging of watches into this country and
other difficulties. The outbreak of World
War II produced war orders which en-
abled Waltham to keep going. But by
1944 it was in difficulties again, and
changed presidents. it went into bank-
ruptcy early this year.

These facts, it seems to me, establish
beyond question the truth of the obser-
vation of Mr. Taft and other witnesses
that Waltham’s trouble is internal and is
not due to foreign competition. There
are many other facts that could be sub-
mitted in support of that view., For
example two other American watch
manufacturing companies, Elgin and
Hamilton, have just completed the best
year in their history—selling more
watches, making as much or more profit
as ever before. They did almost as well
in 1947. Mr, James G. Shennan, presi-
dent of the Elgin National Watch Co.,
has supplied the committee with infor-
mation as to the comhined sales, com-
bined net profits, and the percentage of
profits on sales made by three Ameri-
can watch manufacturing companies, El-
gin, Hamilton, and Waltham, for the
years 1940, 1941, 1946, and 1247. I want
to read these fizures to you:

Yeor Combined | Combined | Percent
sales net profit | of sales

£25, 857,000 | $2, 724, 000 10.53

33, 413,000 | 3, 060, 000 0.16

39, 202, 600 1, 950, 000 4,83

49, 131, 000 1, 830, 000 3.72

Elgin and Hamilton have been working
at capacity since they reconverted from
war work and, according to a statement
in the National Jeweler of December
1948, page 274, made by W. H. Samelius,
the director of Eigin Watchmakers Col-
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lege, the demand for watchmakers is so
great that all students are placed even
before graduation, and there is a waiting
list for entrance. Mr. Samelius expects
the demand for watchmakers to far
exceed the supply for at least 2 to 5 years.

Now, these facts speak for themselves.
If other plants are working at capacity,
selling more watches, making as much or
more money as before, is it reasonable to
believe that the one plant that has failed
was the victim of foreign competition?
It would not be reasonable to say that
even if Waltham had fallen behind the
others in the market. But the simple
truth is that Waltham made sales in
1947 that were almost double any pre-
war year, and the second highest in the
company’s history. Yet, Waltham man-
aged to turn in a deficit of nearly $400,000
that year. And, if further proof were
needed that Swiss imports are not de-
stroying the American industry it is to
be found in the expansion program pres-
ently going on at some of the American
plants. The president of Elgin stated
before our committee that about 20 to
25 percent increase is conitemplated.
The Gruen Watch Co. is erecting in New
York a domestic manufacturing plant
to supplement its import activities at a
cost of about $5,000,000. The Bulova
Watch Co. now manufactures in this
country about one-halt of the watches
it sells here. Would these companies be
using their reserves to go into or increase
their participation in the domestic mar-
ket if they felt they would be put out of
business by foreign competition under
our reciprocal trade program?

No, it was not foreign imports that
brought about Waltham's difficulties.
The evidence is overwhelming that it was
mismanagement of the plant and its

facilities. The company itself in its
bankruptecy petition, recently filed,
stated:

The debtor is an old and established manu-
facturer of watches, whose name has for
many years been assoclated in the retall
market throughout the United States with
quality watches; the debtor's present finan-
cial condition is due primarily to lack of
working capital. The debtor believes that
the enterprise is fundamentally sound and
that its stability will be restored as a result
of reorganization.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COMBS. Iyield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania. .

Mr. EBERHARTER. I wonder wheth-
er the gentleman remembers the state-
ment made in the hearings that the an-
nual consumption or sale of watches is
approximately 9,000,000, whereas the en-
tire American watch industry can pro-
duce only 3,000,000, so that we need the
importation of about 6,000,000 works in
order to supply the American market.

Mr. COMBS. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired,

Mr. COCPER. Mr, Chairman, I yield
five additional minutes to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. COMBS. Let us take a moment
out to consider this. The demand for
watehies in America has increased by
leaps and bounds. The present Amer-
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jean companies could not supply one-
half the demand. Suppose we shut off
these Swiss importations and create a
monopoly in four manufacturing com-
panies in the United States, with the
present demand, where would watch
prices go? Ihave here a Hamilton watch
which was presented to me in December
in my home town. The jeweler told the
purchaser that it was the last one he
had in stock and was complaining that
his consignor had not been able to get a
sufficient supply of high-grade American
jeweled watches to supply his customers.
There is no evidence at all of any short-
age of markets for the products of this
country in the watch business.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COMBS. I yield.

Mr. EBERHARTER. It was testified
in the hearings that if there were no
importations of works, that the prices
of watches and wrist watches to the
American public would be two or three
times as much as they are today.

Mr. COMBS. That is correct.

Mr. EBERHARTER. It is practically
impossible for a man to buy a good watch
foday. It is impossible for an ordinary
workingman to buy a good watch today
unless he saves for a considerable num-
ber of weeks so as to get enough money
to buy one.

Mr. COMBS. That is correct. I want
to point out another thing. Even the
American watch manufacturers have
come to value competition. Under the
spur of competition the Elgin Watch
Co. 2 years ago invented a watch spring,
revolutionizing the business. Another
concern invented an electronic machine
for testing watches, Theretofore it
took 4 to 6 months to fest and regu-
late a watch after it was made. Now
they have electronic machines which will
do it in 2 minutes. That is by the ap-
plication of the American know-how.
In that fashion we will get more watches
and better watches for the American
people, and at the same time pay higher
wages to the people making them. One
other thing: these watch-importing com-
panies that import the works into this
country have to have cases, straps, boxes,
and many other things. These are all
made in this country. And the men and
women who work in these assembly
plants are just as skilled and just as
highly paid as those who work in the
places that manufacture completely their
own wateh works in the United States.

Mind you, these American companies
that make their own watches import cer-
tain parts from Switzerland. If you were
to shut out Swiss imports today, you
would wreck every American watch com-
pany in the country. That reminds me
of one other thing. These imports from
Switzerland thus far have been reason-
able. They can be handled under this
adjustable plan of reciprocal trade. I
would remind you that the Swiss people
are a free people who maintain a high
standard of living. The testimony before
us was that there is very little difference
in the cost of a Swiss movement and a
comparable movement made in this
country after the payment of the pres-
ent tariff. :
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Otherwise, these companies having
factories in both places would not have
an American factory in this country.
Our great watch business is developing
because first we went to Switzerland and
established factories there and then took
the skills that we learned there and
transferred them to this country, thus
building up one of the great industries
of the world, the watch industry of
America.

Now, these Swiss people are free people.
Switzerland is the oldest Republic in the
world. Should we fail and refuse to ex-
change our goods for theirs and shuf the
doors of import in their faces, what
would we be saying to the rest of the
world that we are encouraging to adopt.
;Jur kind of free life? Why, it is ridicu-
ous,

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr.
will the gentleman yield? .

Mr. COMBS. I yield.

Mr. PATTERSON. I happen to repre-
sent one of the largest watch industries,
I know that right now in Waterbury,
Conn., the United States Time Corp. is
closing. Why? Because we are import-
ing from Switzerland, Are we going to
take the welfare of other countries and
the welfare of their people ahead of the
welfare of our own country and of our
working people? I think our people
should be No. 1 on the list.

Mr. COMBS. 1 do, too, sir.
that they are No. 1 on the list.
me to make this observation.

I have not studied the Waterbury situ-
ation. But they make clocks, and clock-
type watch movements as I understand
it.

Mr. PATTERSON. They make clocks
and watches.

Mr. MILLS., Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr., COMBS. 1 yield.

_Mr. MILLS. The gentleman from
Connecticut refers to a company that
makes the pin-lever or clock watch. The
importations from Switzerland are of
jewel-lever watches only.

Mr. COMBS. That is right.

Mr. MILLS. We do not import the
watches that the gentleman refers to,
thus I cannot see how he can associate
imports into the United States, imports
which do not exist, with the laying off
of men in the plant to which he refers.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
five additional minutes to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr., Comes].

Mr. COMBS. Now I will be as brief as
I can.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COMBS. I am sorry. I cannot
yield now. I must finish.

RFC has agreed to furnish $6,000,000
if the trustees can raise another $5,000,~
000 from private sources to put the Wal-
tham Co. back on its feet as a going
concern. The workers in the plant have
agreed to raise $1,000,000 themselves.
I understand they have already pledged
more than $400,000 of that amount.
The businessmen and citizens of Wal-
tham feel certain they can get the re-
maining $4,000,000 from other sources.
So, it would seem that the problem of

Chairman,

I think
Permit
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Waltham will be solved within the near
future. I trust that the efforts of the
workers and other citizens of the city of
Waltham will be rewarded with the
establishment of a fine, going concern.
As the first, and in many respects the
most highly respected manufacturer of
fine American jeweled watches, the
Waltham Co. is a great representative
of the American watch industry. Iis
rehabilitation and successiul operation
will e a real American achievement by
the people of Waltham. They will share
the general prosperity that has come to
this country as a result of our reciprocal
trade agreements.

We have to look at this question of
reciprocal trade agreements with the
understanding that by it we are zble
to sell our surplus products to other
countries and they can sell their prod-
ucts to us. - The Swiss purchase many
kinds of our products, such as machine
tools, heavy industrial machinery, tex-
tiles, and many others. These goods
bought from our country are made by our
own workmen. It is in the sale of our
manufactured products of that nature
that we are able to sell the labor of our
own people and to maintain our high
standards of American living. So let us
not sabotage this act that has worked so
suceessfuily for 14 years by hamstringing
it with crippling amendments.

I have been surprised to see, with 2
weeks of hearings, that so few complaints
have been made against the operation of
this law and that no one came before the
committee in those 2 weeks and expressed
the idea that it should be abandoned.
It has been endorsed by one Congress
after another, and has demonstrated
its great value.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Comes] has
again expired.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr, Chair-
man, I yield 15 minutes to the gentle-
man from Connecticut [Mr. PATTERSON].

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr.Chairman, just
in order to get the record straight on
these watches, I realize that the United
States Time Corp. does mot make a
jeweled watch, but it does make a wrist
watch. It makes the Mickey Mouse
watch, for one thing, and it makes a
regular wrist watch which we use every
day and which is not jeweled. But the
imports from Switzerland in the lower
bracket of watch movements have caused
g great deal of trouble in our own do-
mestic market. People will go into a
store, for instance, and there is an
American-made watch, which is not
jeweled, on the counter, and there is
one from Switzerland which is a jeweled
watch, It is easier for the salesman to
sell the one from Switzerland. It is in
a low bracket. It sells for about $16.95
or $19. That brings up the case of great
unemployment in my district, not only
in the watch industry, but in others as
well. That brings up a situation that I
am confronted with right now, and I
know a majority of the Members from
New England are faced with the same
situation in connection with shoes, tex-
tiles, and our clock industry, the Walt-
ham clock industry, for example.

What will it be next? It will be the
rubber industry; and, again, I represent
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United States Rubber and employees in
Naugatuck, Conn. How can we here in
America compete with countries like
Czechoslovakia, which today is domi-
nated by the Russian Government as its
satellite and where there is slave labor?
Shall we let the product of that labor
come in to compele with the free labor
of our country? Again, there is Switzer-
land, a country where labor costs are low.
The Swiss have a system of home indus-
tries whereby different parts of a watch
are made in individual homes. They
are not set up on a scale like we are;
it is peacetime work within the home.
How can we expect our manufacturers
and working people to stay in the watch
industry when they have to compete with
situations like that? T

Mr. Chairman, I think this House
should certainly take under considera-
tion every protection we can possibly
give to our own domestic industry. Let
us take the brewers of our country today.
I am just taking a circle of industries
that are being affected by imports. The
breweries are working 4 days a week, Or
take the clothing industry—and the gen-
tleman from New York may be interested
in this. What is their workweek? They
are working 3 days, sometimes 312 days
a week. And I can go right on down the
list of our industries that are affected
by imports.

I personally believe—I am gqualifying-

my statements, I am not trying to sum
up to a jury, believe me; I am clarifying
my position. I believe in reciprocal trade
but not beyond the point where it is going
to be injurious to my own industry here
at home; because, No, 1: Charity starts
at home. I believe no one on the floor
of this House will disagree with that
statement.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Connecticut yields back 10 minutes.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
15 minutes to the gentleman from Loui-
siana [Mr. Boges].

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana, Mr. Chair-
man, the tendency seems to have devel-
oped in this country within the past sev-
eral years immediately to label as Com-
munist anything with which you are in
disagreement, to label it Communist or
Communist-inspired.- The charge has
been hurled in this debate this afternoon,
and I consider it not only a completely
illogical argument but a thoroughly
ridiculous one, that this program of pro-
moting free trade rather than high pro-
tectionism is one that is either Commu-
nist-inspired or that it is aided and abet-
ted by the Communists. No more ridic-
ulous or illogical argument could pos-
sibly be advanced, because in promoting
free trade, which we are attempting to
do through this legislation, we are pro-
moting something which is the antithe-
sis of communism and planned economy.
I cite the testimony before the commit-
tee of Mr. Charles P. Taft, the able
brother of the senior Senator from the
State of Ohio. He testified before the
committee representing the Federal
Council of Churches, He made this sig-
nificant statement:

The other group of opponents of the re-
ciprocal-trade-agreements policy are those
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of the left, who advocate a planned econ-
omy at home. They must oppose the
broadening of the base of multilateral trade
because that kind of freedom is not com-
patible with domestic controls. In both in-
stances, therefore, the reciprocal-trade-agree-
ments stand for the free enterprise system,
however inconsistent with that system other
policies during recent years have been.

Bome of the opponents of the policy have
taken the position that multilateral trada
is no longer possible in the world of today,
and that we should therefore adopt a pat-
tern of bilateral closed agreements, Yankee
barter deals.

This was the program of the Nazls, and
they certainly demonstrated what it could
do to world trade. It is not a policy for~
which the American people will stand when
they understand its character and effects.

In other words, here is a great Ameri-
can who made, in my humble opinion,
the most forceful statement before the
committee, asserting that this program
is not only opposed by the Communists
but that it is completely incompatible
with their philosophy of a planned
economy.

The Communists oppose this program
for other reasons and other equally com-
manding reasons. We have adopted the
European recovery program which has
for its cornerstone the unification and
the cooperation of the divided nations
of Europe and has for its ultimate geal
the rehabilitation of Europe so that the
free nations of Europe working together
cooporatively can stand on their own
feet and again unifiedly oppose the en-
croachment of communism,

The cornerstone of the Marshall plan
is economic cooperation, and that eco-
nomic cooperation, it is our hope and
belief, will ultimately lead to political
cooperation; therefore, the Communists
who have always attempted to dominate
Europe by picking off the nations one by
one, piecemeal, if you will, can see the
danger to their program by continuation -
of the reciprocal-trade-treaty program,
As a matter of fact, in my humble judg-
menf, the Marshall plan was adopted as
a direct answer to the Communist threat
of picking one nation off at a time. You .
will recall that in March 1947, I believe -
it was, the President came here and de-
livered his message on the Greek and
Lurkish situation. We supported that
program because it ‘was a necessary pro-
gram; it was something that had to be.
done; but the point was made, and I
think with justification, that we had to
adop’ an over-all foreign policy, a policy
for all of the free nations of Europe.
Out of that thinking and out of that
great debate developed the Marshall
plan, which has created tremendous ire
and apprehension on the part of those
in the Kremlin.

As a direct result of the Marshall plan
we are seeing in Europe today something
about which statesmen have dreamed for
many centuries. We are seeing a peace-
ful unification of that great continent.
One week or so ago there was announced
in London the formation of the Council
of Europe, which is a direct outgrowth,
in my opinion, of the adoption of the
Marshall plan. The reciprocal-trade-
treaty program in the mind of any fair-
minded economist must be considered as
an economic cornerstone of the Marshall
plan in the European recovery program.,
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How any man who-is a Member of
this House can consistently support the
Marshall plan and then turn around and
vote against this program is beyond my
comprehension, because he is denying
with his right hand what his left hand
is doing, and without the trade program,
without the incentive to destroy barriers
to trade and to commerce and to the
movement of goods and materials, the
Marshall plan cannot possibly succeed.

All of the arguments which have been
advanced here today—and I have lis-
tened to most of them, and I do not pre-
tend to be an authority on the history
of this great debate which has been be-
fore this body for many, many years—
all of the arguments advanced against
this bill have been the old high-protec-
tionist arguments. There has not been
a new argument advanced here, and the
only other idea pulled across the trail
has been the completely illogical, ridicu-
lous red herring that this is a program
advocated and sponsored and fostered by
the Communists.

Let us examine the high protectionist
argument for a moment. For how many
years has the argument been made in
this historic body that if we fail to pro-
tect American enterprise and American
goods by a high tariff we would wreck
our economy? How many times have
Members stood in this well, as the genfle-
man from Connecticut did here a mo-
ment ago, and said, “I favor the recipro-
cal-trade-treaty program, but I am first
for my own district and for my own en-
terprise”? I venture to say that is the
oldest, the most discredited argument
which has ever been made in the House
of Representatives.

What are the facts? Let us examine
our economy as it stands today, the over-
all picture of our economy. Let us not
pick out one industry here and another
industry here and another one here, all
of which are subject to special treatment
for many and various reasons, as the
gentleman from Texas has so ably stated
in the case of the Waltham Watch Co.,
and as someone might equally ably state
in the case of certain other luxury items
in which production is now catching up
with demand. But let us examine our
entire economy, because that is what this
program is.

In 1929, the Congress of the United
States adopted the highest tariff in the
history of our Nation, the Smoot-Hawley
tarifi. There followed after the adop-
tion of that tariff the greatest tariff war
in the history of modern civilization, and
in place of our business increasing, in
place of these great enterprises growing
and increasing their domestic markets
and' increasing their domestic pay rolls,
what happened? We had the most dev-
astating depression that this Nation has
ever known, and after the enactment of
that tariff there were more people out of
employment, there were more bankrupt-
cies, there were more hardships in
America, there was more social unrest
in America than at any time in the his-
tory of our great Republic. That fol-
lowed the enactment of the highest tariff
in the history of our Nation, and the
same arguments which have been ad-
vanced here today in opposition to this
program were advanced in favor of the
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In 1934 -

Smoot-Hawley tariff in 1929,
a great Secretary of State appeared on
the scene; a man revered not only in
this country but throughout the free
world today. He proposed that men and
nations sit down and negotiate, that we
import what was good for us to import
and that we export what was good for
us to export, judging the entire economy.

Through his great leadership and the
leadership of the Democratic Party, and
the leadership of President Roosevelt, we
adopted the reciprocal-trade program.

Today, after that program has been
in effect for 14 years or thereabouts,
American production is at the highest
level in all of our history. As a matter
of fact, our production has exceeded the
fondest wishes of even our greatest
economists. I do not recall the exact fig-
ures of the Federal Reserve Board, but I
remember seeing last year, while serving
on the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, that our production in many in-
dustries was three time, four times, five
times, what it was in 1929 and 1930.

If all of these dire predictions had any
merit, then would our production be at
the level at which it now stands in our
country? I say to you that the proof of
the reciprocal-trade-treaty program is
self-evident, and stands as a great sym-
bol of the economic advancement and
prosperity of this country. Anyone who
doubts it has only to compare what hap-
pened after 1929, when we listened to the
high protectionists and when we enacted
the highest tariffs in the history of the
United States, and we had a depression,
with the situation today, after 14 or 15
years of the operation of this program,
and look at the vast producing enter-
prise of the United States of America.
When you add to that the further im-
portant, commanding, paramount con-
sideration that this program is intimately
connected with the entire foreign policy
of the United States, that this program
is fought and feared by the Communists
in the Kremlin, that this program has
within it the seeds for the reestablish-
ment of free trade and free enterprise all
over Europe, it seems to me the height
of inconsistency on the part of those who
oppose communism to oppose this pro-
gram.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, I have just heard the
very forceful remarks of the gentleman
from Louisiana, who has made a very
fine presentation of the old free-trade,
destructive arguments. I have heard
them many times and they are published
in many books. Still, we are here as the
United States of America. Washington
was interested in the first protective-
tariff bill, and the tariff policy has un-
derwritten free enterprise of the United
States. It was recommended by Ham-
ilton. We built this Nation on that plan
of keeping our markets as far as we
could here in this country for our people
and for the benefit not of few but all of
them. Of course, I have heard this old
free-trade argument, which is to buy in
the cheapest markets in_the world. The
gentleman stated in his remarks, and
very able remarks, that H. R. 1211 is a
free-trade proposition. Well, you are
down pretty low on the list. The other
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nations have all the world for their mar-
ket, and they have over 60 percent of our
rearket. Well over 60 percent of our im-
ports come in free of duty.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to

the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mz.
Byrnesl.
Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.

Chairman, it is not my intention to argue
over the question of whether the trade
agreements program has accomplished
or has not accomplished some of the
things that have been said here this
afternoon. I often, however, do become
somewhat amused when I listen to some
of the proponents of free trade condemn
those who might desire to give some de-
gree of protection to our domestic econ-
omy when they themselves insist, not
upon tariff or duty protection, but upon
even more severe protection as the in-
terference to the free flow of trade may
be concerned. I call attention to the
fact that the gentleman from Louisiana
has just made a very fine address advo-
cating great freedom of exchange of
goods between the various countries of
the world. I helieve in the freest pos-
sible exchange, but I wonder if he would
answer this question for me. Will he
agree today to the elimination of the
quota on sugar imports into this coun-
try? No; the gentleman comes from an
area which produces sugar, There is an
import quota on sugar. That is the
maximum restriction that you can pos-
sibly have on any commodity. It is not
a matter of just making the sugar com-
petitive with American sugar as far as
the protection of his industry is con-
cerned—absolutely not. His protection
is a guantitative restriction against the
importation of sugar. What about our
tobacco boys and various other of these
people who come here and condemn
those of us who want to see our indus-
tries have at least a fair degree of pro-
tection in the world markets? Let’s take
tobacco for example.

You cannot export one single seed of
tobacco. Why? Because, if you do, it
might mean that that tobacco might be
produced elsewhere in the world and that
that production might compete with our
American-produced tobacco.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr,. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield.

Mr. CRAWFORD. The gentleman
from Wisconsin may not want to over-
look the Louisiana rice industry, which
enjoys a tariff protection of a modified
rate of 2 cents per pound or $2 per 100
pounds. I join with the gentleman in
criticizing southern people who ask for
tariffs on what they produce and then
deny the same protection to northern
agriculture and northern industry. You
cannot justify it in any way.

Protect all of us, North, South, East,
and West. Then I will go along with
you, but I will not go along with you on
this idea of protecting one little section
such as tobacco, rice, sugar, and so forth,
and destroying the rest of us.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I thank
the gentleman from Michigan. But, as
I say, it is not my intention to go into
the various ramifications of free trade
versus protectionism and so forth. I
think this afternoon we have gone around
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in-a pretiy big circle and have covered

quite a large field and a great deal of

territory. !

As, if, and when we come down to-the
basic issue involved in the bill, H. R. 1211,
I want to say it is not nearly as compli-
cated as we have tried to make it appear
this afternoon. I would like to refer
those Members present to the minority
report. I would like to read one of the
introductory statements in that report,
because I believe it gives to us what,
basically, is the issue involved in this de~
bate, and which will be involved tomor-
row when we consider this matter under
the 5-minute rule. I quote:

We favor the extension rather than the
repeal of the Trade Agreements Extension Act
of 1948. We appreciate, however, that as
the result of false political characterizations,
the 1948 Act is destined to fall.

That is certainly apparent from the
orders that have come down from on
high to you gentiemen on the majority
side.

In our opinion, however, such action is a
manifestation that political emotionalism
has triumphed over judgment and Teason.
Under such conditions, even the preserva-
tion of existing constructive legislation is
unlikely. In view of this, and without re-
treating from principle, we urge that, as a
bare minimum, H. R. 1211 be amended to
provide—

(1) for the continuation of the “peril
point™ report of the Tariff Commission estab-
lished by the Trade Agreements Extension
Act of 1948; and

(2) for the insertion of an “escape clauge”
in all trade agreements which do not now
contain such a clause.

The fundamental issue before us today
and tomorrow is whether or not in the
extension of the Trade Agreements Act
we have those two provisions which are
safeguards to the domestic economy.

I have not heard one single Member,
speaking from the majority side, tell us
what is wrong with those two protective
features proposed by the minority. Not

+ one,

We have been referred to the position
of various groups that appeared before
our committee in the study of the Trade
Agreements Act. I think for the most
part most of them believe sincerely, as
I do, that we must continue some kind
of negotiated agreements with foreign
countries, in order to make possible the
free flow of trade; but many, many of
them say and feel that there should be
certain limits, certain safeguards, so
that those people who do the negotiating,
when we enter into such agreements, do
not exceed the bounds of propriety and
the bounds that are necessary in order
to maintain our domestic economy.

I would like to refresh the memory of
those who sit on the committee and to
call to the attention of those who do not
serve on the committee and who did not
have the benefit of the testimony of
those who appeared before the commit-
tee, to some of the points made by repre-
sentatives of these organizations,

1 take, for instance, the American Fed-
eration of Labor, They did say that they
believed in the extension of the Trade
Agreements Act. I do not question that
at all. They are for it and I am for it,
But they put in a word of caution, and let
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‘me guote Mr. Mason, the spokesman for

the American Federation of Labor. Let
me quote also from a resolution which
was passed at the American Federation
of Labor convention in Cincinnati:

In supporting the tradpg-agreements pro-
gram we recognize the need of safeguarding
American labor in some industries; especially

where the wages are a relatively high factor -

in the cost of production, against competi-
tion that threatens to undermine our labor
standards.

Gentlemen, that is just what the mi-
nority members of the Ways and Means
Committee want to do. That is the iden-
tical purpose of these two amendments
that will be offered tomorrow.

Let me say further, I asked Mr. Mason
during the course of the proceedings, and
I am quoting from page 179 of the hear-
ing, this question:

You know under the act passed last year
one of the basic requirements, and the thing
we hear the most complaint about, is that it
is required by law that the Tariff Commis-
sion do establish what we call peril points——

The CHATRMAN., The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr, Chair-
man, I yield the gentleman three addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin (continu-
ing reading) :
do establish what we call peril points; In
other words, the point below which the do-
mestic industry might be imperiled and the

workingman in this country and his standard.

of living be imperiled, so you agree with me
that is advisable procedure and the advisable
thing to do?

Mr. MasoN., That is right. We favor that.
We favor the continuation of those findings.

That, Mr. Chairman, is all that the
amendment pertaining to peril points
which will be offrrec by the minorify pre-
tends to do; and that is all it does.

We have the National Farm Bureau
Federation, which said it believed in the
extension of the Trade Agreements Act.
Let me point out their position on this
matter. I call atiention to page 694 of
the hearings. Mr. Kline, representing
the American Farm Bureau Federation,
said:

We have not taken a specific position in
which we took up the matter of peril points
and eaid: “This is our position with regard
to the Trade Commission as regards estab-
lishing peril points.” At the same fime, we
have taken a position which makes it clear
that we would oppose a proposition which
made it possible for the Trade Commission
to use this point or some other point to de-
lay the development of a reciprocal-trade-
agreement program. We certainly want that
information available, and we vertainly want
it taken into consideration as the sort of ma-
chinery for the development of the recipro-
cal trade that we have suggested.

In other words, if the procedure desired

. does not delay the entering into agree-

ments, Mr. Eline, in so many words, says
they want that information and believe
that that machinery should remain a
part of the act. .

We also find, Mr. Chairman, that the
National Cooperative Milk Producers’
Federation, another large agricultural
group, took a stand on this matter at its
thirty-second annual convention. Let
me read from page 258 of the hearings an
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excerpt. from a resolution adopted by
that organization on November 11, 19482

We favor a further extension of the Trade
Agreements Act, but only on condition that
adequate safeguards are written into the law
to govern the exercise of the powers therein
conferred. - Buch safeguards should include a
procedure before the Tariff Commission sim-
ilar to that provided in the Trade Agreements
Extension Act of 1948 to determine the safe
limits within which tariff mod'Scations can
be made.

That is a great farm organization
speaking and I think, Mr. Chairman, that
it states the basic issue involved in the
discussion here today.

What is wrong with the two safeguard
provisions that the minority asks be put
into the extension of the Trade Agree-
ments Act? There is the issue, Mr.
Chairman, and I hope sincerely that this
problem can be approached with a rea-
sonableness of heart and mind in order
that we may arrive at what is right and
just for the American people instead of
being guided by false propaganda and by
political considerations that should have
no i.lace in the discussion of a bill of this
kind.

The gentleman from Arkansas criti-
cized the peril-point theory when he ad-
dressed the Committee this afterncon.
He said that the Tariff Commission could
not study 400 individual items. M,
Chairman, if the Tariff Commission can-
not do so, how, pray heaven, can the
State Department do so? I certainly
would rather trust the Tariffi Commis-
sion with its staff of experts, with its
experience in this field over the years to
do the job in a limited time, than I would
the State Depariment.

Mr. COOPER. Mr, Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. CARROLLI.

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. Chairman, I trust
the gentleman from Wisconsin will listen
closly to what I have to say, for I agree
with him in part that there has not been
much discussion directed toward the
issues that the minority has raised; but
I should like to suggest to him that the
majority of the commiittee and the
majority Members of - this House are not
cpposed to the peril-point system, the
majority Members are not opposed fo
the escape-clause provision. The great
difference is one of timing, and if the
gentleman will permit me to continue for
just a short time I will develop this mat-
ter further, then yield to him.

Mr, Chzairman, at the outset I ought
to clarify the statement that appears in
the Recorp here as to where the Amer-
ican Federation of Labor stands. It is
true that some Members of the minority
attempted to put words in the mouth of
the witness, but when he was questioned
again the representative of the American-
Federation of Labor stated that he was
in favor of H. R. 1211, that he was not
in favor of the amendments which are
here submitted by the minority party.

I want to join with the gentleman
from Wisconsin in discussing what I con-
sider to be the real issues in this debate.
The minority party says: “We favor the
extension rather than repeal of the
Trade Agreements Act.” So I assume
now all of the Republicans have ac-
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cepted the principal of the reciprocal-
trade-agreements program. However, it
is stated in the minority report that, “We
desire to modify this in two respects.”
It is toward that end I desire to direct
my remarks.

First of all, may I say the peril-point
amendment that will be submitted to-
morrow is one involving a difference of
opinion. For one, I believe in the peril-
point theory, but I do not agree with your
timing. You want to put the peril point
into operation before we have had the
benefit of experience. Insofar as I am
concerned, I want the peril-point theory
to operate after we have had the benefit
of experience, using the escape clause.

To amplify my remarks I want to call
the attention of the Members of this
Chamber to a letter addressed to the
gentleman from North Carolina, the
Honorable RoserT L. DoucHTON, on May
17, 1948, which I think so clarifies the
issue that every argument that has been
presented here against it will fall of its
own weight. This letter was submitted
to the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. DovcHTON] at the time the Republi-
cans passed the 1948 bill and was sub-
mitted by the Chairman of the Tariff
Commission in response to a letter writ-
ten to him by the gentleman from North
Carolina. I shall now read for the REc-
orp the answer of the Chairman of the
Tariff Commission. First of all I will put
the question of the gentleman from
North Caroclina [Mr. DOUGHTON] :

Do you think the procedure established
by H. R. 6556 would enable the Commission
to render a better public service than it now
performs?

H. R. 6556 was the Republican measure
of 1948.

Here is the response by a member of
the Commission which you gentlemen
have been eulogizing all afternoon and
all through the hearings before the Ways
and Means Committee. The Chairman
stated:

The Commission was established in 1816 in
order that the Congress and the Executive
might have a reliable source of objective in-
formation on tariff matters, information
which could be accepted as authentic by
all sides in any tarifi controversy.

Continuing, he says:

Thus, from the very beginning its primary
function, has been to find the facts, leav-
ing policy decisions to the Congress and the
President. I doubt the advisability of trans-
forming the Commission into a policy-mak-
ing agency and thus subjecting it, more than
in the past, to political vicissitudes.

My fear is that the attempt to determine
the degree to which duties may be reduced
without injury to domestic producers or im-
pairment of the national defense would re-
duire the making of such difficult and funda-
mental judgments that the Commission
would, in effect, be making major policy
decisions. The element of judgment, of
course, enters into the various phases of the
Commission’s present work. This is espe-
cially true of the duties which have been as-
signed to it under the escape clause in trade
agreements. In cases under that clause,
however, its findings as to whether serious
injury to domestic producers has occurred
or is threatened will be based upon actual
observation of imports and domestic produc-
tion after the trade-agreement concession
in question has come into force. In con-
trast, the findings required under H, R. 6556
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would have to be based to a large extent,
especlally under present abnormal condi-
tions, on assumptions and estimates as to
future probabilities.

I say that the answer of the Chairman
of the Tariff Commission is the real dif-
ference, and I want the record to show
the real difference in the thinking be-
tween the majority of the commitiee
and the minority.

The majority viewpoint is that the
Tariff Commission, or its representative,
should participate, along with other
agencies of the executive department,
giving facts, advice, and the benefit of
its judgment in the negotiation of trade
agreements. This has been the policy
since the law was first enacted in 1934.
The Republicans in 1948 changed that
policy by specifically prohibiting this im-
portant Commission from giving the
benefit of its experience, advice, and
judgment to the interdepartmental
agencies charged with the formation and
negotiation of the reciprocal-trade-
agreements program.

The Republicans in 1948 set that im-
portant Commission aside in an effort
to use it as a political and policy-making
instrument for the possible purpose of
embarrassing and acting as a block upon
the President of the United States.
Moreover, under the 1948 act, the Com-
mission was required to give its judg-
ment based not upon actual fact nor
upon actual experience, but required as a
bipartisan Commission to enter into
the field of conjecture, to speculate, if
you please, upon what might happen to
some industry under certain conditions
which might not ever arise. You said,
“Give us your idea of what the peril
point will be.” Now I submit that in any
endeavor of life. experience is the best
teacher and, in the bill which you have
before you today for consideration, re-
quires the Tariff Commission to func-
tion as it has for many years past. We
want it to return to its former position
as a fact-finding body and not a policy-
making body. We want to take it away
from the political vicissitudes which the
Chairman mentioned in his letter to
Chairman DoucHTON. At the same time
it ought to be clearly understood, and I
believe I am correctly stating the view-
point of a majority of the committee, we
are in favor of the inclusion of an escape
clause to be included in every trade
agreement hereafter negotiated. There
is nothing new in this, for the history of
trade agreements since 1942 indicates
that has been the policy of the State
Department.

Further than that, the policy of the
State Department has been ratified and
confirmed by the President of the United
States in his Executive order issued in
the early part of 1948, and which is in
effect at the present time. This is the
policy that is followed in all trade agree-
ments now. But does this satisfy my
Republican friends. Most certainly not,
for tomorrow they will advocate an
amendment to the present bill making
it mandatory upon those charged with
the negotiation of trade agreements, the
people to whom we have delegated our
authority, making it mandatory upon
them to negotiate and renegotiate agree-
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ments which have heretofore been agreed
upon but do not include the escape clause.
I submit to you that such an amendment
is not timely nor wise and it is not good
business judgment to compel those who
are negotiating trade agreements to be
handcuffed by such an inflexible policy.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Colorado has expired.

Mr. CCOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman five additional minutes.

Mr. CARROLL, I am indebted to the
gentleman from Wisconsin for raising
the fundamental issues which will be
made tomorrow as the bill is read. Asa
matter of fact, only this afternoon I dis-
cussed this matter with a gentleman in
the State Department. That is one of
the reasons I take your time this evening
to put this in the REcorp, so perhaps the
Swiss themselves will read the RECORD.
I am one of those who believe that the
Swiss ought to, out of good faith, agree
to immediate negotiation of an escape
clause in the Swiss agreement.

It is my understanding that all efforts
will be directed by the State Depart-
ment toward that end. But I am not
going to vote to put into legislation a
mandatory provision which will hand-
cuff our bargainers.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CARROLL. I yield.

Mr, BYRNES of Wisconsin. Let us
start working backwards. There are a
number of things the gentleman has
covered about which I want to inquire.

Mr. CARROLL., I cannot yield too
much of my time. I am limited.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin, I should
like to inquire about the escape clause
provision. If the gentleman believes the
escape clause provision is sound, why
does he have objection to inserting it in
all trade agreements?

Mr. CARROLL. I think the gentle-
man misconstrues my position. While
I speak only for myself, I think it is the
viewpoint of the majority members of
the committee. Every person now, in the
light of experience, is in favor of an es-
cape clause in all trade agreements, and
that has been the policy of the State
Department; it is now the policy .of the
President of the United States, by Execu-
tive order, so it is now the policy of this
Government, and such a clause will be
in all future trade agreements. The
gentleman knows that in all the agree-
ments negotiated at Geneva, in every
single one of those multilateral agree-
ments, was included the escape clause.

The gentleman asks, why do I object?
I thought I stated it very simply. I say
it is not good for the Congress to amend
this bill to handcuff your negotiators,
because you put them in a position that
is not flexible enough.

Let me give you one illustration. As a
new member of this committee I have
been trying to follow through with some
consistency, with some desire for under-
standing, the problems which affect the
American watch industry. I was very
much impressed by the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. DonoHUE] who made
such a brilliant presentation in behalf
of the people of his district. I have
been trying to find out if there is not
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some way to help the people of Waltham.
I find that if you amend this bill and
create a mandatory situation there is a
possibility—and I did not learn that until
this afternoon—that the Swiss might
come in, if we renegotiate under a man-
datory provision of this law—I did not
learn until this afternoon that on the
21-jewel watch movements, actuaily the
present tariff operates as an embargo.
There are many factors that the Mem-
bers of this Congress cannot know, and,
therefore, by general legislative manda-
tory action it is not good to freeze a sit-
uation which ought to remain fiuid in the
interest of good bargaining.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. What the
gentleman is really trying to say is that
in view of the fact that the proposal to
incorporate escape clauses in all agree-
ments is a Republican motion to emend
a Democratic bill, therefore, it is bad.

Mr. CARROLL, No. I have tried fo
make my position very clear. I am try-
ing to make a fair presentation. If you
want to make this a partisan discussion,
I say to you, based upon my experience in
the last session, and based upon the ex-
perience I have had now, I believe the
arguments presented by the minority
here are specious. I believe the great
majority of your group are not in favor
of the reciprocal-trade program. I think
you are using this as a device to emascu-
late it. That is what I really believe.
You asked me my opinion, and I give it
to you for what it is worth.

~ I yield to the gentleman from Tennes-
see [Mr. CooPER].

Mr. COOPER. Certainly the escape
clause provision is not any product of
the Republicans. It was voluntarily es-
tablished by the administration admin-
istering the program.

Mr. CARROLL. May I say to the
gentleman from Tennessee, when I heard
of this discussion about Communists
and Communist writings in these trade
agreements, I found that the State De-
partment, itself, was the one that insti-
tuted the escape clause provision for the
protection of American industry and it
was the President of the United States
who later carried it into effeci by Exec-
utive order. I think then the issue is
pretty clear on the question of the peril
point. We on the Democratic side are
anxious to protect American industry.
Let us take a look at the logic of our po-
sition. If the Tariff Commission is to
funection, it will function best under the
escape clause theory. It will function
best when it has the evidence upon
which to act, the facts and experience
upon which to render judement. In the
event of damage or injury to American
industry we may use the Tariff Commis-
sion through the escape-clause proviso
in three ways. First, a complaint from
an industry; second, an investigation
initiated by the Tariff Commission it-
self; and, third, the President of the
United States may call upon the Com-
mission for guidance.

Labor, the A. F. of L. and CIO, the
workingmen, and the farmers of the
Nation want this program. Why? Be-
cause labor knows that if they are go-
ing to have high living standards, they
must have full employment, We on the
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Committee on Ways and Means know
that if we are going fo get revenue to
have a foreign-policy program, the Na-
tion must have full employment. We
have to have people making money so
that we can get revenue to carry on the
foreign program in the interest of peace,
We cannot be appropriating five and six
billion dollars in support of our foreign
policy unless we have full employment.
Labor knows that this sort of program
will stimulate the fiow of goods in inter-
national trade, It is my hope that the
majority party members will reject over«
whelmingly the two amendments which
will be offered on the floor tomorrow as
indicated by the minority report.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. MURRAY 1.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr.
Cheirman, the discussion of the Recipro-
cal Trade Treaties has always been in-
triguing to me. I have always hoped
that I would live long enough to see it
operate south of the Mason and Dixon’s
line as well as north of it. The Smoot-
Hawley Tariff Act is a fine instrument for
the peanut-growers of the South. Oh,
they love it. Yes, because they have a
T-cent duty on peanuts, which, inciden-
tally, is more than 100 percent ad
valorem and more than the product ever
brought for 25 years in any year before
the war. They also like it as was brought
out here with reference to sugar. They
have not changed the Smoct-Hawley tax
on sugar. They like that down in
Louisiana. They also like it on the rice.

Then we get into the cotton business.
Oh, that is a real one. Oh, surely. Oh,
we just believe in reciprocity and the good
neighbor policy, and now the distin-
guished chairman of the committee is
getting the Golden Rule in on it. We will
not have any of these bad tarifis. What
we will do, we will just put an embargo
on it and say you cannot import cotton.
You tell me any commodity that the Re-
publican Party ever put an embargo on
in the United States. I know you can’t
do it. An embargo was put on so that
one could bring in only 135,000 bales of
cotton while we produce 10 or 12 million
bales a year, |

They were not satisfied with that, The
long-staple cotton fellows wanted to get
in it. So they got Mr. Truman to put
a quota on that too. This one is not quite
so much of an embargo.

Then we will take wheat out in Colo-
rado and down in Texas. Oh, sure. We
are for reciprocal-trade agreements. We
must have this good neighbor policy. We
must have this Golden Rule, but we will
put an embargo on wheat. Only 800,000
bushels of wheat can come into the
United States out of over a billion
bushels produced here. Such hypocrisy.
When it comes to talking about looking
after the people in your own district, I
do not make any excuses for saying that
in the short time I have been here I
have figured out that I had better be
locking after them, because I do not see
anybody in the New Deal who would look
after them and I have not seen anybody
in the Fair Deal who is going to look
after them. - ;

Buf going back to this tobacco seed
proposition. That is a honey. Oh, we
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believe in reciprocity; Oh, we believe in
the good-neighbor policy. ©Oh, we be-
lieve in the Golden Rule. Under this
set-up, I guess the Golden Rule means,
“Do all you can for the big fellows and
let the little fellows take care of them-
selves.”

We passed the most vicious, the most
serious trade barrier ever erected in the
history of this country. I will yield at
this time to anybody who will tell me
when the Republicans ever put a trade
barrier compared to the act to prohibit
the exportation of tobacco seed from
this country. I know you cannot show
one such thing,

And to think you would have the ef-
frontery to get up here and say the things
you are saying today, with the history
you have of erecting the worst trade bar-
riers ever erected in the history of the
country.

Today I wanted to confine my remarks
to just trying to bust a few bubbles float-
ing around here. I have a chart here
that shows many things, among which
was that when we had these reciprocal-
trade treaties during these years we had
the biggest agricultural imports we ever
had in the history of this country. It
shows another thing. It shows that to-
day, with all the talk about what we are
doing to the world, we are still importing
more agricultural preducts than we are
shipping out of the United States. To
put it in less elegant language, we can-
not give it away as fast as they are dump=
ing it on to us. Does that mean any-
thing? Are we going to sell out Ameri-
can agriculture so that somebody in De-
troit can sell automobiles to somebody
down in Timbuktu? That is the way it
has worked out. If you like this pro-
gram, I would like to see you try it south
of the Mason and Dixon’s line just once.
Put it in operation down there. We do
not like it. We do not want any more of
it. So you help yourselves to it. When
you do that, then I will believe that you
mean what you say.

This chart shows that this last year we
are importing more agricultural prod-
ucts than we are exporiing. So you
know and I know that what we are trying
to do is give away the earnings of the
American farmers so that you can sell
a few industrial goods.

I really wished to talk to you today
abouf five things that have hapnened.
I do not want to get into a discussion
about the wonders or lack of wonders of
the reciprocal-trade program. I ap-
peared before your committee and asked
you to take the duty off altogether on
feed grains in 1943 or 1%44. You re-
member that winter of '43 and *44.

The duty was removed. I am not em-
barrassed, never having voted for the
Smoot-Hawley tariff or against it, and
I do not think the Smoot-Hawley tariff
has much to do with anything we are dis-
cussing here today; nor do I really be-
lieve that the reciprocal treaty program
does. The reason I say that is that
many things have happened in the last
15 years. Let us stop and consider one,
that is, state trading,’ What effect has
state trading had on the economy of the
United States? Two or threa years ago
what happened? The Secretary of Com-
merce, Mr, Wallace, sent a delegation
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over to Russia. Iam not just saying this
here to you today, this is in a printed re-
port before the Committee on Agricul-
ture. In this report a man from the De-
partment of Commerce made the state-
ment the United States asked Russia
to dump millions of dollars’ worth of
furs into this country; and today we
have the fur farmers of America hanging
on the economic ropes. If that is a part
of the foreign policy of this adminisira-
tion, then I surely do not subscribe to it.
That is point No. 1.

No. 2: The individual producer—I do
not care whether he be a farmer or a
worker in a factory—when he goes to bed
tonight is in danger of having his busi-
ness ruined by state trading. As good
an example of that as I can give you
is Mr. Per6n. Mr. Perén has the op-
posite program in connection with his
farmers; he buys the products as cheap-
Iy as he can and he sells them for what-
ever he wants to. Mr. Perén can ruin
any farm producer in the United States
any day he wishes to do so. Although
our distinguished chairman does not
want me to talk about the cheese busi-
ness, I advise you that cheese is pro-
duced in my district. They are going
to lower the duty again on Italian cheese.
I do not know what they will pay for
Ifalian cheese, but when Mr. Perén gets
done with it he can put all these Ifalian
cheese makers in the United States out
of business whenever he wants to. We
are talking of state trading. That is
No. 1.

Then, fo come back to No. 2, we have
the United Nations and we have the
FAO. I voted for the FAO; as a mat-
ter of fact, I voted for the Unifed Na-
tions. The reason I voted for the FAO
was because to me the FAO was the in~
strument whereby we could funnel the
surplus agricultural products of this
‘world to the places of the world that need
them and we would benefit out of this
trading in the long run. I am not talk-
ing about the Tariff Commission in con-
nection with this, but I am speaking of
agriculture. That is an objective of the
FAO. We must safeguard the United
Nations and the work which they have
done. But how many of you have been
down before the Committee on Reci-
procity as I have, time after time after
time, a hopeless and futile thing? I
like to feel when I go before a commis~
sion that there is somebody on the com-
mission that has had experience in the
field the commission is working in.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin, I yield
for a question.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Does not the
gentleman believe that the welfare of
the farmer and the prosperity of the
farmer depends upon the welfare of the
workingman and the producers in the
factories and the mills of the country?
In other words, if there is unemployment
in this country the farmer suffers more
than the industrial worker. If we do
not have a large export market then we
will have in the industrial areas unem-
ployment, and the farmer himself will be
the worst sufferer. That is the way I
look at the program anyhow.
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Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. The
answer to that is that the gentleman
may not live long enough to see agricul-
tural exports equal to imports because
ever since the twenties we have been on
an importing basis. Way back in the
twenties, before we ever had the Smoot-
Hawley tariff, we were on an importing
basis. Look here at the curves on this
graph and see where it begins. .

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield five additional minutes to
the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Anyone
realizes, and I think the gentleman him-
self does, that the welfare of the people
depends on a high level of employment,
and without markets you are not going
to get a high level of employment. That
leads me right to the third point, that
is the minimum wage. If we raise the
minimum wage, I do not care whether
it is to 75 cents or a dollar, or what
figure we put it at, has anyone figured
out what it will do to our employment;
because if we are going to accept goods
from the rest of the world that is not
bound by any minimum wage, but goods
which are made at as low a wage as the
manufacturers can force the laborers fo
accept, how are we going {o protect the
American worker against that kind of

product? ' How are we to protect Amer-

ican jobs?

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield.

Mr, EBERHARTER. I think one of
the main factors of keeping the American
workman employed, that is the industrial
worker, is the fact that we will have
plenty of manufactured goods to export.
If we do not have an export market as
an outlet for this surplus of goods that
we produce, it will entail more unemploy-
ment than the fact of a little bit of im-
ports coming in here. That is the theory,

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. The gen-

‘tleman says a little bit of manufactured
.goods being imported.

I go back to the
old story, “Sell out the American farm-
er so somebody up in Deatroit can sell a
car to somebody in Timbuktu.” That is
the circle we are in.

Mr. EBERHARTER. I think the eco-
nomic history in the last 15 years
will show that the farmer has suffered
the most whenever our exports were
small. When our exports were large and
in great amounts the farmer was better
off because the worker in the mine, the
mill, and the factory, in the cities and in
the industrial plants, was employed and
therefore able to pay for the farm prod-
ucts a good price. The farmer was more
prosperous at that time because of the
export business that American industry
engaged in.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Of
course, the answer to that one is we had
10,000,000 unemployed in 1940 and by
1940 our exports on agricultural products
had dropped down to practically nothing,
whereas our imports rose and at the time
Henry was shooting the litile pigs was
the time we were bringing in the highest
amount in quantity of agricultural prod-

‘ucts we ever did in the history of our

country.
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I wish I could spend a longer time on
each one of these issues, because to me it
is a serious matter. It is something
which has to do with the lives of the
great bulk of the average people in this
country. I do not worry about these
Golden Rule fellows, or that chap down
in the State Department. I am not wor-
rying about him. ¥You know who I mean.
He went over to Geneva last year and
fixed up this deal.

Mr, EBERHARTER. Does the gentle-
man mean Mr. Clayton?

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin, I think
he will get along all right. I do not
know what is going to happen to the
cotton farmers in Georgia, Alabama, and
Mississippi when Mr. Clayton gets that
$7,000,000 farm going out there in Cali-
fornia because he can raise many bales
of cotton on it.

Mr. REED of New York. He has been
doing the same thing down in Mexico,
He went down there to teach them how
to raise cotton.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. He went
down to Mexico, too, but I do not like
to bring in personalities.

Mr. McCORMACE. Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield? Did I hear
the name of Will Clayton mentioned in
the colloquy?

Mr, MURRAY of Wisconsin. Yes, sir,

Mr., McCORMACK. Of course, the
gentleman knows he is a great American,
he is a sound businessman.

b Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. He must

e,
Mr. McCORMACK. Heis a very good
American,

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. He can
keep the embargo on so far as cotton
coming into the United States is con-
cerned and can keep the American mar-
ket for his own cotton. ¥es, he must be
quite a fellow. He seems to do pretty
well for Mr. William Clayton. Then we
have the price-support program.

We are in difficulty on this support
program, In that connection I would
like to correct the majority leader, too, if
I had the time.

Mr. McCORMACEK., Is the gentleman
opposed to the support program?

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I am
sorry the gentleman asked such a ques-
tion, I regretted when President Tru-
man killed it. I did not want him to
kill that program.

Mr. McCORMACE., That is a Demo-
cratic measure.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Oh, no.

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman
says it is somebody else’s measure?

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Now, be
careful.

Mr. McCORMACE. It is not the gen-
tleman’s measure, is it?

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Oh, no;
I would have had a better one and I
would not have had it killed like Presi-
dent Truman did.

Mr. McCORMACK. I am sure the
gentleman's measures are always better
than anyone else's, but let me ask again,
he is not opposed to a support program
for agriculture?

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. How can
the gentleman ask such a guestion?

Mr. McCORMACK. I am sure the
gentleman is not.



1026

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Iwasnot
for the kind of deal that the Fair Deal
administration tried to put over in the
name of the Aiken bill either,

Mr. McCORMACEK. The gentleman is
now drawing a line of distinction. He is
putting himself in the position where his
farmers may think he is opposed to it
and I do not want the gentleman to get
into that position. I want to save my
friend from himself. I have a very
friendly feeling for the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired.

Mr. REED of New York, Mr, Chair-
man, I yield the gentleman five addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I will try
to save myself.

Now stop and analyze this support pro-
gram. All major agricultural products
that do not have an import embargo on
them, like these southern products, or
that do not have the protection of the
Smoot-Hawley tariff have a world price
and a duty that is less than our domestic
support price. What are you going to
do? Are we going to have an abnormal
granary or a normal one? You better
start telling the people right now if you
think we are going to support prices all
over the world. For example, I will
show you this chart, as an example of
what is happening to our wool. We are
supporting the price of wool. Our good
friend from Colorado did not say any-
thing against that awhile ago. He kind
of likes that protection that his farmers
get, because it is in the Aiken bill. They
get 42 cents. But we in the Midwest
are not sitting so good at the present
time. We are trying to iron it out. But,
the gentleman has 42 cents on his wool.

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. - I yield
to the gentleman from Colorado.

Mr. CARROLL. Iam surethe gentle-
man is aware that the wool growers of
America can only produce 50 percent, or
thereabouts, of the consumption of this
Nation.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Can or
do.

Mr. CARROLL., We do.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin, Yes, but

we could if the New Deal had not run
around and knocked all these sheep in
the head. They killed the sheep off, be-
cause they were afraid of what you were
going to do with them, and consequently
you have not got as many sheep today
as we had 50 years ago.

Mr. CARROLL. The gentleman’s
argument is that the Government de-
stroyed the sheep and that is why we
-have not more wool.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Morde-
cai Ezekiel went all over the country and
said we should not raise sheep.

Mr. CARROLL. There was some testi=
mony which came before the commit-
tee, some gentleman from Massachusetts,
who was objecting to woolens coming
into the country; that the tariff on them
was too low.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. That is
right,

Mr. CARROLL. But, they said they
were imposing a double penalty because
the tariff on wool was too high. The
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gentleman knows that Australian wool
comes in here in great amounts.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin, A friend
from Boston came down here, and he
did not like the 42 cents that the Aiken
bill gave the wool grower.

Mr. CARROLL. But the gentleman
knows that the production of wool in
this country is not sufficient to meet the
demands of the consumers.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. It is not,
but I say it could be.

Mr. CARROLL. At the present time
it is not sufficient.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. No; be-
cause we import twice as much as we
produce.

Mr. CARROLL. Therefore it is neces-
sary to bring in other wood to keep pace
with the demand.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. We will
not have anything produced in this
country pretty soon if you fellows stay
in power.

Mr. CARROLL. Oh, the gentleman
made that argument in November.

" Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. But I
did not do so badly. The people were
pretty good to me. I told them the truth.
I did not tell them falsehoods and bed-
time stories. There are 600,000,000
pounds of wool imported and only 300,-
000,000 pounds produced in the United
States and we have to support 900,000,000
pounds in this program from here on in.

We are going to be in one awful mess
if we are going to support all the agri-
cultural products in the world, because
as I showed you on this chart, even at
this hour we cannot give it away as fast
as they are bringing it in here. For the
fellow that has any respect for the United
States Treasury, if we are going to keep
the country anywhere near solvent, my
position is that somebody has got to do
something about those imports. Then
we have the Marshall plan that I also
voted for so I cannot blame anybody else
that did, but we have to watch out in the
Marshall plan that we do not subsidize
the people, the farmers, the men in the
factory, and subsidize their production,
and then lower the duties here and bring
other products into the United States.
If T had the time, I could give you a very
good example of just exactly that, where
we have sent millions and millions of
pounds and bushels of feed to a certain
country, and they are sending their prod-
ucts into the United States and asking
for a lower duty so that they can get
more and more into the United States.
When you take into consideration all
those factors, I say first that those
European countries should lower their
own trade barriers between themselves,
and then let us start, because -you know
how that is, if a chicken flies across the
line over there and they want to shoot
somebody about if, let them get their
own house in order first; let them remove
their own trade barriers, and my hope is
that they are attempting to do it. Bene-
lux, as I say, is an example, but before
they ask us to give our markets to them,
they have to first of all feel that their
obligation is to get their own house in
order.

Mr. COOPER. Mr, Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr, Havsl.
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Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I believe that a large majority of the
people of this country favor the recip-
rocal-trade-agreements program as such,
and believe that the President’s author-
ity to make concessions should be ex-
tended. The basic issue before this Con-
gress is the precise form in which such
continued authority should be granted.
As the elected representatives of the
people, bound by oath and solemn duty
to watch over,the welfare, we must scru-
tinize with great care any change re-
quested in the terms of that granted
authority, to be sure it does not plunge
our constituents into a morass of diffi-
culties far beyond any benefits it may
bring to them.

The last Congress enacted a provision
under which the President was, in effect,
required to notify the United States
Tariff Commission as to the commodities
for which he intended to negotiate for
reciprocal reduction of tariff and other
trade barriers. Upon receipt of such
notification the Tariff Commission was
required to conduct hearings and to make
an investigation to determine the point
to which duties could be reduced without
seriously injuring the domestic industry.
Within 120 days after the notification the
Commission was required to inform the
President as to its findings.

The so-called peril points so estab-
lished by the Commission were solely
for the information of the President,
and did not restrict him in any way in
the granting of concessions. He was
specifically permitted to disregard the
peril points and to grant concessions
below such points if he felt that the
concessions to be gained from foreign
countries, and other circumstances, made
it advisable to do so. The only proviso
was that he was required to report to
Congress any concessions granted by him
which were below the peril point recom-
mended by the Tariff Commission, to-
gether with his reasons for doing so.

The President has now requested that
this entire peril-point procedure be elim-
inated and the bill, H. R. 1211, now un-
der consideration complies with this re-
quest. Before acceding to this request, it
is highly proper for us to examine into
the reasons for it. Congress has a great
responsibility to the people of this coun-
try to make certain that any delegation
of its powers over tariff matters is prop-
erly administered, and we cannot, with-
out completely disregarding this respon-
sibility, lightly issue to any President or
any administrative body a blank ckeck
without at least inquiring into the ques-
tion of what use is to be made of such
blank check.

In negotiating trade agreements the
President acts through the State Depart-
ment and it may be safely assumed that
the President's request emanated from,
or at least meets the unqualified approval
of, the State Department. It is thus
highly pertinent to inguire into the State
Department’s official explanation of the
reasons for the President’s desire for
elimination of the peril-point procedure.

This explanation was made by Mr.
Willard L. Thorp, Assistant Secretary of
State for Economic Affairs, at the hear-
ing conducted by the Ways and Means
Committee of the House. Mr. Thorp
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stated that such peril points would be
set without regard to any national or in-
ternational considerations, and would
disregard benefits to be obtained by cther
countries, long-term needs of the econ-
omy for expanding markets, the neces-
sity of obtaining the best possible use
of domestic resources, possible strategic
considerations, or the possible repercus-
sions of our action upon the policies of
other countries toward us.

He further stated that the peril-point
procedure returns to the old protective
theory that only the prosperity of an in-
dividual industry is affected by a tariff or
a quota, and practically makes such nar-
row protectionism the sole criterion for
determining the concessions which may
be made by the United States in trade
agreements.

In order that the basic explanation
may become apparent, let us analyze Mr.
Thorp's statement. In effect he says that
the peril points established by the Tariff
Commission do not take into considera-
tion all of the factors which must be con-
sidered in making trade concessions. He
then concludes that the establishment of
these peril points practically makes the
prosperity of individual industries the
sole criterion for determining the con-
cessions which may be made by the
United States in trade agreements.

While it may be granted that in estab-
lishing peril points the Tariff Commis-
sion is primarily concerned with protec-
tion of domestic industries, Mr. Thorp’s
conclusion does not necessarily follow.
If the President and through him the
State Department, were bound by the
peril points and eould not grant conces-
sions below such points when other con-
siderations warranted such action, then
Mr. Thorp's conclusion would be correct.
However, that is not the situation. The
State Department is not bound by such
peril points and is specifically permitted
to disregard them when other considera-
tions, such as those mentioned by Mr.
Thorp, indicate a need for such action,

There is no question in my mind that
Mr. Thorp is correct in stating that bene-
fits to be obtained by other countries,
iang-term needs of the economy for ex-
panding markets, and so forth, are fac-
tors which must be taken into considera-
tion in determining what concessions
should be granted. However, I feel very
strongly that protection of domestic in-
dustries is at least one other factor which
should be considered. The peril-point
procedure is designed solely o bring the
needs of domestic industries to the at-
tention of the President and to the State
Department so that such needs may be
‘weighed in the light of other considera-
tions.

By demanding the elimination of the
peril-point procedure, the State Depart-
ment has in effect said, “We do not want
to know the needs of individual domestic
industries. We do not want fo be told
that if we grant a cerfain eoncession the
effect will be to injure an individual do-
mesti¢ industry. We wanf to make our
decisions without being influenced by
any such considerations.”

In other words, the State Department
wants authority from this Congress to
grant trade concessions without any re-
gard to the effect which such trade con-
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cessions will have on domestic industry.
It wants to close its eyes and ears to any
information which would demonstrate
the effect on domestic industry. This
fact is further illustrated by the effort
which has been made to rush this bill
through this Congress. The present au-
thority does not expire until June 30,
1949, and yet we are told that it is im-
perative that the extension be passed
immediately. We are not given time to
carefully consider the bill or to assemble
the information which we should have
before acting upon such an important
measure, but are told that we must act
now, merely because the State Depart-
ment has demanded it.

Frankly, the only conclusion I can
reach as to the reason for such pressure
is that the State Department wanis a
complete free hand in connection with
the pending trade negotiations to be held
in Geneva in April. It wants to be able
to grant concessions during tire course of
such negotiations without ary regard for
the effect on American industry.

Perhaps I am being unduly suspicious.
However, anytime I am told that the
department charged with the responsi-
bility of making decisions which may af-
fect the livelihood of countless thou-

* gands of American citizens, does not even

want to receive the advice of a non-
partisan body, like the Tariff Commis-
sion, which was set up for the express
purpose of compiling the pertinent facts
and figures, I am suspicious, and it will
take a lot to convince me that my sus-
picions are unfounded. We may be told
that under the proposed bill the State
Department will receive the advice of
the Commission since section 5 instructs
the President to seek such advice be-
fore concluding any agreement. This is
quife true, but it does not explain why
the State Department is unwilling to
have the Commission make a real in-
vestigation and determine peril points.
Unless the Commission conducts hear-
ings and makes the investigations now
required, it will not be in a position to
advise the State Depariment fully as to
the needs of domestic industries affected.

I can see no possible explanation for
the State Department’s demand, made
through the President, other than that
he wants blanket authority immediately
to grant concessions in the Geneva nego-
tiations in April without giving any con-
sideration to the possible injury to do-
mestic indnstries, and without having
to explain to anyone the reasons for such
concessions.

I feel that it is the responsibility of
this Congress to make certain that ade~
quate consideration is given to all fac-
tors, and that one of the most important
of those factors is the effect on domestic
industry. While I am completely sym-
pathetie to the importance of encourag-
ing the importation of foreign merchan-
dise in order to improve the living stand-
ards abroad and to enhance the pur-
chasing power of foreign countries, I do
not feel that we should completely dis-
regard the effect which such importa-
tions will have on domestic industries.
Our first responsibility is to the people of
this country and my responsibility is to
the working men and women of my dis-
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trict, and we cannot ignore that respon-
sibility.

At this point I will give you a concrete
example of what gives me concern in the
administration of the trade-agreements
program. In my district are located a
number of plants engaged in the manu-
facture of pottery and chinaware. They
employ thousands of workers who de-
pend upon this employment for a liveli-
hood.

Before the last war imports of ching
and earthenware were very heavy,
amounting to 35 to 40 percent of total
consumption in the United States, in
terms of number of pieces. During the
war imports declined very sharply.
Production in this country increased.
Since 1946 imports began to increase. In
that year imports of chinaware amount-
ed to 198,000 dozen pieces, valued at
$1,600,000 on the basis of foreign valua-
tion. In 1948, through November, the
quantity imported rose to 1,747,000 dozen
pieces, or almost ten to one compared
with 1946. Value of the imports went up
to $6,202,000, representing an inerease of
nearly three to one.

In 1948 imports from: Japan and Ger-
many have shown the sharpest increase.
In 1947 Japan sent us 205,000 dozen
pieces of china, household, and table-
ware. In 1848, through November, this
quantity had increased to 926,000 dozen.
Germany sent us 118,000 dozen pieces in
all of 1947 and 429,000 dozen in the first
11 months of 1948. In both instances the
increase in value between the 2 years
was even more striking. Together, Japan
and Germany shipped us over $3,300,000
worth of chinaware in the first 11 months
of 1948. in both cases the trend of im-
ports was still distinctly upward.

If the pottery industry were a giant
such as the automobile industry, imports
of this magnitude ecould be contemplated
with cool assurance that no threat was
implied in them, However, olr own pro-
duction of household china has been
estimated at only $10,000,000 for 1948,
In other words, imports during the first
11 months of the year amounted to over
60 percent of the domestic production for
the eniire year.

Other branches of the pottery industry
are also affected by a sharp rise in im-
ports. Earthenware imports in 1948
amounted to more than $4500,000, and
imports of pottery artware amounted to
approximately $3,500,000. Total pottery
g&m thus exceeded $14,000,000 in

Is there any wonder why we want to
know where we are headed? The State
Department minimizes such results of
their action. They point to the ezcape
clause as a remedy. This is a wholly un-
satisfactory recourse.

It would be much sounder procedure
to gain a better idea beforehand than to
awaif damage that will be difficult to
repair. The way to meet this situation
is to have a competent agency make ade-
quate investigation before action is
taken.

What would we say if the Army or
Navy proceeded on the theory that it is
better to wait until we are defeated in
battle before obtaining as full infelli-
gence reports as possible? Certainly if
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information is a proper guide to action
in all other fields of human endeavor,
this also applies to cutting the tariff, un-
less it is assumed that the welfare of in-
dustry and its employees is of no
importance.

We have another example of how little
the State Department is concerned with
our industrial welfare, including the
standard of living of our workers. This
very day Czechoslovakia, which went
under Russian control a year ago, enjoys
the benefit of a trade agreement with us.
During ‘the first 11 months of 1948 we
imported $475,000 of table and art glass-
ware from Czechoslovakia.

This was more than we imported from
any other country—nearly twice as much
as we imported from Italy, Germany, and
Japan combined. The entire glass in-
dustry of Czechoslovakia has been na-
tionalized. By helping Czechoslovakia
we give economic support to the countries
behind the iron curtain, and we do this
at the expense of employment in our own
factories.

It is for these and similar reasons that
I am not satisfied to rest the administra-
tion of the trade-agreements program
wholly in the hands of the State Depart-
ment. That Department has a legiti-
mate and proper place in the program.
We must look to it for all contacts and
negotiations with foreign powers; but
that does not mean that it should have
a free hand to do as it pleases without
guidance from the legislative branch in
matters for which Congress is directly
responsible to the people.

The most effective way of assuring
this lies in lodging with the Tariff Com~
mission the power to give authoritative
guidance to the State Department on the
basis of studies and investigations.
With proper liaison between these two
agencies, while maintaining the inde-
pendence of the Commission, we could
face with greater confidence the future
course of the trade-agreements program.

The facts I have just given you in
connection with the pottery industry are
the facts about which the State Depart-
ment wishes no information when nego-
tiations are carried on next April at
Geneva and thereaffer until June 12,
1951. They are the facts which the
Tariff Commission would consider in es-
tablishing peril points under the provi-
sion in the existing law, and the State
Department has said that it does not
want to know what those peril points are.
I do not think the State Department or
the President should be permitted to be
without this information, or to ignore
it when they have it. I think they
should be required to consider the ef-
fect on American industry, along with
other factors involved, and if they then
decide to make concessions which may
jeopardize the future of an American in-
dustry, the responsibility is on the Presi-
dent, and he should be required to ex-
plain the reasons to Congress.

,  We are entitled to know the facts. If
an American industry is to be jeopardized
in order to provide a market for foreign
goods, or to provide a foreign market for
the goods of other domestic industries,
we are entitled to know the considera-
tions which prompted the concessions
which bring about such a result. We
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were elected for the purpose of repre-
senting the people who will be affected,
and we are the ones who are going to
have to explain the reasons why it was
necessary to destroy the industries which
have provided their livelihoods.

Why the State Department is unwill-
ing to furnish us with the reasons I can-
not understand. Perhaps they feel that
in 4 years all will be forgotten and for-
given. It may be possible that people
who are thrown out of their jobs as a
result of concessions granted by the State
Department next April, may have been
able to get other jobs and be willing to
forget and forgive ¢ years from now, but
I seriously doubt that they will have for-
gotten or forgiven 2 years from now when
you and I are called to account.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr, Younecl.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, the pot-
tery workérs—those splendid craftsmen
who produce chinaware—in the southern
and eastern sections of my State of Ohio
to whom the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Smapson] adverted as being
jobless because of the import of dishes
from England—are employees of pottery
manufacturers who have been operating
highly profitable businesses during the
past 14 years. These workingmen are
my constituents. An overwhelming ma-
jority of them gave to the President of
the United States and to me as candidate
for Congressman at Large their votes
last November, and I am serving this fine
constituency and the people of this
Nation with fidelity and zeal when I urge
the passage of this bill. These workers
were jobless and these potteries were
closed back in 1932 following the enact-
ment of the Smoot-Hawley prohibitive
tariff which had stifled international
trade and paralyzed our commerce. _

Mr. Chairman, may I now explain
briefly, just why the administration op-
poses the present legislation passed by
the Eightieth Congress last June, and
why it is considered imperative that the
original Trade Agreements Act, in opera-
tion since 1934, should be restored in its
entirety.

The Trade Agreements Act of 1934,
fathered by this Nation’s former great
Secretary of State, Cordell Hull, one of
this Nation’s most farsighted and great-
est statemen, is a tried and tested piece
of legislation. It has been subjected to
the anvil of public criticism for 14 years.
It has been renewed in almost its original
form four successive times. Only in 1945
was an important modification made in
the original act and that was to provide
a different base year upon which changes
in tariff rates could be made. No signifi-
cant procedural changes have been found
necessary in all these years provided, and
this is an important proviso, provided
there is agreement on the basic purpose
of the act.

Last year, and let no one misunder-
stand this, last year, there was no agree-
ment on the basic purpose of the act.
There was disagreement. Procedural
changes were introduced, not for proce-
dural reasons, but because the authors of
the procedural changes were not in
agreement with the basic underlying phi-
losophy of the trade-agreements pro-
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gram. They sought throtugh the intro-
duction of procedural changes to alter
and deflect the operation of the entire
program—their protests to the contrary
notwithstanding.

They did not attack the program and
the act head on. They masterminded a
flank attack under the guise of proce-
dural amendments. These innocent ap-
pearing changes in procedure fooled a
lot of people because they seemed so
plausible and so innocuous. The only
way the true significance of these
changes could be quickly evaluated was to
examine the records of the authors—
records that indicated consistent and bit-
ter opposition to the trade agreements
program for fourteen long years.

The purpose of the Trade Agreements
Act is to expand the international trade
of both the United States and other
countries. The act has been the corner-
stone of our economic foreign policy. It
is the legal authority for the trade-agree-
ment program and is continuing evi-
dence of the determination of the United
States to contribute its full share to the
reconstruction of a sound and growing
world economy as the basis for perma-
nent peace.

Mr. Chairman, a Republican majority,
now a minority, did not further the ex-
pansion of international trade by intro-
ducing procedural restrictions into the
basic law which is the keystone of our
economic foreign policy. Mr, Chairman,
you will agree that we did not strengthen
the trade-agreements program by limit-
ing the extension of the act to 1 year
rather than the customary 3 years. On
the contrary, last spring we weakened the
trade-agreements program and we load-
ed the act with a lot of unnecessary re-
strictions—totally and absolutely un-
necessary. These restrictions are today
hampering the very people to whom we
delegated the job of expanding our for-
eign trade and who are about to conduct
negotiations with other countries looking
to the reduction of trade barriers. It
does not make sense.

Let us look at these new restrictions
foisted upon our people last vear by a
protectionist minority and which we
would like to eliminate and which we
will eliminate by the passage of the pend-
ing bill,

The extension was only for 1 year com-
pared with 3 years as was the case in the
past. This makes foreign countries feel
that we are vacillating, are not sure of
the policy ourselves, and do not mean
business.

It also makes other countries dubious
about our efforts under the Economic
Cooperation Act to get them to reduce
their own tariff barriers against each
other. The Economic Cooperation Act,
section 115 (b) (3)—approved by both
Republicans and Democrats in the
Eightieth Congress—requires each ERP
country, as a condition of obtaining aid
from the United States, to conclude an
agreement with the United States, under
which it pledges its efforts toward co-
operating with other participating coun-
tries in facilitating and stimulating an
increasing interchange of goods and
services among the participating coun-
tries and with other countries and co-
operating to reduce barriers to trade
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among themselves and with other
countries.

The present trade agreement law,

which we are preparing to change, per-
mits the United States Tariff Commis-
sion to supply statistics and facts to the
State Department and the other agen-
cies which must make the decision on
trade agreements, but it specifically for-
bids the Tariff Commission from giving
advice. This is a serious defect because
the Tariff Commission with its aceumu-
lated knowledge of tariff matters acquired
since 1916 and with its bipartisan com-
plexion—three Republicans aud three
Democratic Commissioners—is able to
give very good advice. The Tariff Com-
mission was a vital part of the entire in-
terdepartmental machinery in the 14
years prior to June 1948.

Instead of advice, the Tariff Commis-
sion is directed to report to the Presi-
dent within 120 days on each item upon
which the United States contemplates
tariff negotiations. It is required to es-
timate in advance the exact point beyond
which tariff cuts might cause or threaten
injury to a domestic industry.

Because there is no scientific method
of ascertaining such a hypothetical
point which would hold true for 1 year,
let alone 5 years, the Tariff Commission
is forced to bend over backward in the
direction of caution. No calculated risk
can be taken. The effect, of course, is
what the authors wanted, protectionist to
the extreme.

The present law permits the President
to go further than the Tariff Commis-
sion’s so-called peril points, but if he
does so he must give his reasons to Con-
gress within 30 days. Let us not fool our-
selves. This means as a practical matter
that the limits set by the Tariffi Com-
mission are the controlling factors and
the last say in tariff negotiations regard-
less of the viewpoints of other agencies.

The Tariff Commission cannot take
account of the interests of our export-
ing industries in coming to its decision.
The Commission cannot take account of
the interests of consumers and the in-
terests of industries using imported raw
materials in coming to its decision. The
Commission cannot even take into ac-
couns the interests of the United States
economy as a whole. No, the only fac-
tor to be taken into account by the Tariff
Commission is the protection of domestic
producers against threatened—not ac-
tual, but threatened—injury.

The so-called peril-point system is not
only an impediment to the coming tariff
negotiations but it is completely unnec-
essary. Every trade agreement negoti-
ated by the United States in the last 6
years has contained an escape clause
which specifically states that if after a
tariff cut is made it results in abnormal
imports that cause or threaten injury
to domestic producers, the Tariff Com-
mission shall investigate such cases, re-
port to the President, and the President
may withdraw the tariff concession with-
out even having, in critical cases, to con-
sult with or obtain the consent of the
other parties to the agreement.

The advantage of this escape clause is
that it can be utilized when injury is a
fact or about to become a fact. It does
not prevent concessions from being made,
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or an entire agreement from being made,
because 10 years from now injury might
be threatened by a rate which is cut
today.

In all the 14 years of the operation of
the trade agreements program the fear
has been constantly expressed that modi-
fications in the tariff would bring ruin
to this industry and to that industry.
No concrete evidence has been put forth
to substantiate actual injury but much
has been said about the future.

Mr. Chairman, we do not propose to
formulate the basic economic foreign
policy of this great country of ours upon
a foundation of fear. We must and shall

" take a more positive, a more affirmative

position. We shall be prudent like the
pioneer who helped build this Nation,
but we shall not strangle our future
prosperity or the peace of the world be-
cause of a refusal to take a carefully cal-
culated risk. We would not be able to
look our children or our grandchildren in
the eye let alone the people throughout
the world who are struggling with pov-
erty and the Circe call of a tyrannical
collectivism that promises them the
earth.

I hope the membership of this House,
realizing the importance of this legisla-
tion, will vote affirmatively on the bill as
reported from the Ways and Means
Committee.

In the interest of a sound national
economy and international peace, the
State Department should be encouraged
to engage in even more vigorous efforts
to reduce trade barriers. International
trade is not a one-way street.

The method of permitting the State
Department to investigate, hear objec-
tions from domestic producers and nego-
tiate reciprocal agreements is vastly su-
perior to the politics-ridden, logrolling
tariff making Congress has too often in-
dulged in under the old order before 1934,
The old system generally resulted in
higher and higher barriers because favors
were granted to one local interest after
another as against the welfare of the
Nation as a whole.

One of the greatest advances under
the reciprocal policy was made in 1947
when the United States signed an agree-
ment with 22 other nations covering
tariff rates on 45,000 items. Then, last
year a Republican Congress reversed the
whole trend. It extended an emascu-
lated act for only 1 year—to await
further attention when the Republicans
had taken over both White House and
bhoth branches cf the Congress.

Under the Republican Smoot-Hawley
Act, with the prohibitive tariff of early
1930, our international trade was de-
stroyed. We built a wall around our
country and other nations retaliated.
Farmers became bankrupt. They could
not make enough money to pay interest
on their mortgages and to pay their
taxes, and city workers were thrown out
of employment by the millions. This
largely because of the old protectionist
doctrine that foreign goods should not
be allowed to enter this country if they
undersold a domestic producer—no mat-
ter whether American consumers bene-
fited or whether foreign consumers were
enabled to buy goods other American
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producers had fo export. The old policy
of special privilege to a favored few gave
no weight to over-all national interest
or to trade’s effects on international
peace.

We must not adhere to the old order.
We must not turn back. We must go
forward.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Langl.

Mr. LANE. Mr. Chairman, a meeting
of the contracting parties to the general
agreement on tariffs and trade is sched-
uled for April 11 at Annency, France.

Therefore, we are being asked to rush
through a bill which would extend the
Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act with-
out proper safeguards.

To promote international trade and co-
operation, the Congress is supposed to
step aside and permit the State Depart-
ment to have full freedom of action in
this matter. 1

H. R. 1211 throws all precautions over-
board and places the whole American
economy at the mercy of the State De-
partment.

I submit that such a blanket delega-
tion of power without check is danger-
ous. It is a surrender by the Congress
of its watchdog functions to an agency

" of the Government which is not pri-

marily interested in domestic problems
and is not prepared to cope with them,

I believe in the theory and the applica-
tion of reciprocal trade, but not in a reck-
less fashion. We cannot achieve it over-
night without losing our shirts. There
is such a thing as being too generous,
which leads to bankruptey.

Why are so many nations concerned
about developments within the United
States? It is because they recognize us
as the steadiest factor in a world econ-
omy. If we should falter, they will
suffer. Remembering the high and rigid
tarifis of another generation which were
responsible for contraction of trade lead-
ing to global depression, they would have
us go to the other extreme of free trade,
But I contend that we can go too far
and too fast in this direction. Great
as our resources are, they are not limit-
less. If we go on giving and giving and
giving we can exhaust curselves and be-
come absorbed by a world whose gen-
e;‘a.l level of economic activity is insuffi-
cient.

Reciprocal trade, to work, must be a
two-way street. There is no use in help-
ing others unless they will respond by
making some effort to help themselves,
And not as parasites sucking the life-
blood from our productivity.

There are other ana undeveloped mar-
kets of the world where they can sell their
goods without competing with our own
manufacturers on our own home grounds.

We can help thesz nations with Amer-
ican technical know-how and with genu-
ine loans, but not at the expense of our
domestic market. There are raw mater-
ials and certain products which we need
from them without inviting competition
in those goods which we produce in
abundance.

Duplication serves no purpose, even
in the name of competition, unless both
parties are somewhat evenly matched.
That is the basis of our concern over
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moncpolies. An American- industry,
with all its financial strength, its man-
agerial, technical and labor skills, can-
not compete with foreign goods which
are manufactured at slave wages with-
out some tariff protection. The only
other alternatives are:

First. A lowering of the American wage
rate and standard of living, which is in-
conceivable; or

Second. An upward revision of wages
paid in foreign industries, to put compe-
tition on a fair basis.

The latter is the crux of the whole
problem, and I maintain that we should
make tariff concessions only to those
countries which raise the true wages of
their industrial workers. Such tariffs
should be graded downward to the extent
to which such wages approximate those
paid in a like industry in this country.
In time, we might even work out a trans-
port differential. Then competition
would be truly free and fair.

The bill under our consideration ig-
nores such necessities.

In order to comprehend the dangers
in H. R. 1211, we must keep in mind the
original Trade Agreements Act of 1934
and the present act, which was passed in
June of 1948, to extend for 1 year the
original act with amendments.

The Trade Agreements Act of 1934 was -

for the purpose of expanding foreign
markets for the products of the United
States as a means of assisting in the
present emergency in restoring the Amer-
ican standard of living, in overcoming
domestic unemployment and the present
economic depression, in increasing the
purchasing power of the American pub-
lic, and in establishing and maintaining
a better relationship among the various
branches of American agriculture, in-
dustry, mining, and commerce.

Times have certainly changed since
1534.

We have no national economic depres-
sion and there is no surface evidence, at
least, that agriculture, industry, mining,
and commerce are feuding and fussing
with one another.

Under the proposed bill, however, the
President may enter into agreements
solely for the purpose of expanding for-
eign markets, even though such agree-
ments result in the practical destruction
of existing domestic markets, with a con-
sequent impairment of the American
standard of living and a depletion of the
purchasing power of the American
public.

Existing legislation provides that the

Tariff Commission shall determine the
peril points beyond which tariff deduc-
tions will injure particular American in-
dustries and that, if the President dis-
regards these peril points, he must ex-
plain to Congress the reasons for his ac-
tion or inaction.
. By inserting this provision, Congress
recognized that officials who are pre-
occupied with our international relations
are not the best judges of problems on
the home front.

They have not demonstrated that the
procedurzal requirements of the 1948 act
are unworkable. In trying to remove
present precautions, they indicate a fear
of the facts. What other interpretation
can be given to the rush tactics employed
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on this legislation, which is being steam
rollered through as a top-priority bill?
The present law does not prevent the
President from acting in disregard of the
findings of the Tariff Commission; it
merely provides that when he does so, he
must advise the Congress. The propo-
nents of this new measure apparently be-
lieve that if the Congress is not given
time to get at the facts, the negotiators
of trade agreements will be given full
and arbitrary power to do as they please.
Their sole concern is to expand foreign
markets at any cost—even at the sacri-
fice of some American industries.

Last year, Congress prudently limited

the exiension of the trade agreements to -

1 year, knowing that economic conditions
are not fixed and rigid. In the leveling-

off period which we are entering, trying

to find the balance between inflation and
deflation, it is necessary that we give first
consideration to the needs of American
agriculture and industry. This reguires
a flexible rather than a dogmatic ap-
proach to economic problems. We can-
not afford to jettison our textile plants
and workers who clothe us for the sake
of favored industries who might want to
sell out American textiles so that they
can fatten on foreign markets.

There are many who oppose the
steadily increasing power of our Fed-
eral Government. But how about the
further centralization of power within
the National Government itself? I con-
sider this to be the real danger. The
Congress has already delegated too many
of its responsibilities to executive
agencies. Shall we continue this process
to the point where we wash our hands
of all responsibility to American indus-
try and American workers? In my book
the answer is “No.”

I maintain that the United States
Tariff Commission, a Government body
of nonpartisan character as appointed
by Congress, should be the chief agency
for such fact finding in foreign trade
negotiations. If you decide for the pur-
pose of efficient administration to dele-
gate the power to change trade treaties,
such delegation should not be absolute.
It must be given only to those whose pub-
lic duty it is to constantly consider the
effect of such proposals on the Ameriean
industries involved. And they should re-
port frequently to a watch-dog subcom-
mittee of this House.

- I represent a district which is the cen-

ter of woolen and worsted manufactur-
ing in the United States. In the 125,000
population area: of greater Lawrence,
Mass., over 12,000 people are out of work,
and the situation is reminiscent of de-
pression days. And English woolens and
worsteds are on sale in Lawrence at
prices lower than the same type of goods
which are manufactured in the local
mills, ;

This is coincident with the announce-
ment that such goods have been lifted
from the rationed list in England, which
indicates that they have a sufficient sup-
ply for their own use and have a surplus
to export.

Perhaps there are some consumers who
would be willing to buy goods manufac-
tured in a foreign sweatshop, because
they can buy them cheaper, without giv-
ing a thought to the fact that they may
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be putting American textile manufac-
turers and textile workers out of business.

Again, there may be some American
manufacturers and workers who may be
short-sighted on this score. As long as

-they can do a little international log-

rolling with foreign industries and
through the medium of governments,
they care not about those American in-
dustries such as textiles which are lost
in the bargaining process.

A point falsely advanced to cover up
such manipulations is that some Amer-
ican industries, chiefily those using
metals, have no tariff protection. If is-
claimed that they do not fear imports
in their line, even though they pay high
wages for short hours. They assert that
their productive skill will mere than off-
set imports which are manufactured at-
low wages abroad.

- The real point is, however, that for-
eign nations are not producing such
goods in quantity and must import them
from the United States. Incidentally,
such types of metal goods as machinery
will enable those foreign countries to be-
come active competitors, with a definite
low-wage advantage in the American do-
mestic market.

It may sound like heresy to state
this, but in the one field where we con-
sider ourselves supreme—the automotive
fileld—we note a beginning of a re-
verse trend. Thousands of lower-priced,
smaller, and more-economical-to-oper-
ate English cars are being sold in this
country.

Most of the raw material—wool—of
the woolen worsted industry comes from
outside the United States. The metal, or
nonprotected industries like automobiles
and typewriters, get nearly all of their
main raw materials from within the
United States.

These metal industries are strong sup-
porters of no tariff or low tariff so that
they can get dollar exchange in England
where they sell their goods. Now this is
fine for them, but at a reciprocal sacri-
fice of American woolens and worsteds
which must then meet the unfair compe-
tition of English fabries which are man-
ufactured at one-third the labor costs of-
American goods. And there are many
countries which pay lower wages to their
textile workers—far lower even than
those prevailing in England. Need I
mention, for example, the alleged peace
price by the Eremlin, the price of which
will be a huge gift of machinery from
the United States to set up a most for-
midable slave-wage competitor?

- Russia, with modern American-made
textile machinery and its slave labor,
might sell woolens and worsteds in De-
troit at a price with which our manufac-
turers of the same goods could not com-
pete. The Detroit automobile worker
might think he is getting a bargain. But
hiow could he prosper, once this down=-
ward chain reaction begins? He would
svon find himself out of work for the rea-
son that displaced wollen-worsted work-
ers of the United States, and those de-
pendent on them, would be unable to buy
the cars which he produces.

We cannot raise the world-level of
prosperity by pulling our own level down.

The only way is to keep our standards
high and to make tariff concessions only
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to those nations which raise their living
conditions and only to the degree in
which they do so.

Let us export incentives to other
countries, but not export the jobs of New
England’s woolen and worsted workers.

This textile industry, so vital to the
American economy and to our national
security, has been pushed back to the
peril point by the overgenerous conces-
sions of our reciprocal trade policy.

The supporters of H, R. 1211 point to
the President’s assurance than an escape
clause will be incorporated in each trade
agreement. I believe that this should be
required by law to express the intent
not only of the President but of Con-
gress as well. I further believe that it
should be so worded as to make it func-
tion immediately to protect any Ameri-
can industry which is threatened under
a rate prescribed by a trade agreement.
The escape clause heretofore used is in-
adequate. It must be so amended as to
be mandatory, with provisions for its
immediate and effective enforcement.

The Congress should maintain con-
tinuing interest in the manner in which
supervision of tariff rates is used or
abused. The Tariff Commission is an
agency of the Congress, created to help
us in our constitutional responsibility of
regulating foreign commerce. But our
first duty is to represent the people and
the industries of our respective districts
and to harmonize those interests with
the needs of our Federal union,

Having given up to a request that cer-
tain of these functions be delegated to
the executive branch of the Govern-
ment, we should not abandon our re-
sponsibilities completely. We must in-
sist on hearings and reports from the
Tariff Commission, acting jointly with
the Committee for Reciprocity Informa-
tion. And we should require that the
Executive report to us directly when he
acts contrary to these tariff recom-
mendations., This is our right and our
duty.

Gentlemen, I beg you to make these
reasonable amendments to H. R. 1211
before our great woolen and worsted
industry, among others is bargained into
a depression.

Mr, DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 15 minutes to the gentleman from
West Virginia [Mr, BATLEY].

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 40 minutes to the gentfleman
from West Virginia.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman the mat-
ter that brings me before the Congress,
today, is not new. As a Member of the
Seventy-ninth Congress in 1945, and as
a rank tyro in legislative procedure I en-
deavored to establish certain safeguards
under the Reciprocal Trade Agreements
Act for some of the major industries of
my district and my native State of West
Virginia.

Aside from the dubious honor of call-
ing attention to the so-called escape
clause in the Mexican agreement of 1945,
I failed to obtain any relief. The man-
ner in which this escape clause is being
administered in existing reciprocal
treaties leads me to wonder if I even won
anything—even though the escape clause
has been written into all agreements
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since 1945. I never like to criticize un-
less T offer constructive substitutes.

‘While the years subsequent to 1945
have added more gray to my fast-thin-
ning hair, I sincerely hope they have also
given me greater information and wis-
dom with which to plead the cause of
these much harassed industries.

What, in the war year of 1845, was de-
seribzd by one of my opponents in debate
as a mere skin irritation on our economy
bids fair in these postwar years to break
out into festering sores that will blight
great sections of our industrial life,
thereby causing unemployment, reduced
purchasing power and destroy the eco-
nomiec well-being of thousands of Ameri-
ca’s skilled workmen.

Once more I crave your attention while
I endeavor to depict not only what is
happening to the woodworking, pottery,
and hard-made glass industries of our
Nation but what is sure to happen to
these sorely pressed trades if H. R. 1211,
now before you, is approved in its present
form.

I am unofficially informed that the
State of Oklahoma is greatly worried
where State revenues derived from a pro-
duction or severance tax on oil are
dwindling and threaten to hamper gov-
ernmental operations,

Mr, Chairman, it is clearly apparent
to the Members that this protest is not
just an isolated instance, Were it not for
the apparent haste by which this pend-
ing legislation is being rushed through
the Congress, I could place in the REcorD
scores of instances to show where other
of our basic industries are being and
will be affected by this legislation.

In formulating a tariff policy, we have
to contend with a problem peculiarly our
own—the high standard of American
life—which, expressed in terms of any
money in comparison to an ounce of gold,
shows we are willing to pay more for
services and merchandise than any other
country in the world.

Such a status is an invitation for the
rest of the world to sell its goods, pro-
duced by means of cheaper labor, in our
higher-priced markets, and of necessity,
for the protection of our industry and
our labor, we must adopt a tariff plan to
cope with that situation.

I realize full well that I am treading
on somewhat sacred ground—in that my
party—the Democrotic Party—is pledged
to the theory of reciprocal trade agree-
ments as a necessary function in expand-
ing world trade. I, personally, made no
such commitments. On the other hand,
I stated clearly my determination to de-
fend the interests of my State and dis-
trict should the demand for continued
reciprocal agreements be made in the
Eighty-first Congress. I shall not again
be misled into supporting any legisla-
tion so cbviously injurious to my constit-
uents.

One major fault, if I may make bold
to suggest, in our tariff making policy is
that import duties are based on foreign
cests of production and not on American.
On foreign standards of value, not our
standards.

Our State and Commerce Departments
and even our Tariff Commission compile
their import data on the basis of import
volume and not on a basis of import
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value. This policy supplies valuable in-
formation insofar as statistics go, but it
affords no picture of the impact on our
economy because it is not “spelled out”
on a dollar and cents basis. To avoid
these sudden fluctuations in foreign
money standards and exchange rates
would necessitate rewriting all of our
tariff schedules—a huge task—but a task
that some future Congress could well
undertake.

Before speaking directly to the subject
that brings me to the floor of the House
I would like to browse around a bit and
see how this panacea for all ocur eco-
nomic ills is working in industries other
than the pottery, woodworking, and
hand-made categories. I was much im-
pressed by testimony, given this past

" week before the House Committee on

Education and Labor, of which I have
the honor to be a member, by some of
the South’s outstanding textile produc-
ers who complained of competition from
Mexico, Chile and Haiti where American
capital was used during and since the
war to build textile plants that are now
exploiting the cheap labor of those na-
tions and making and shipping into this
country, under the favorable terms of
existing reciprocal trade agreements,
both finished and unfinished goods, In
one instance men’s shirts were being im-
ported but without collars and cuffs.
Those necessary appendages were put
on after they were past our customs.
glance at paragraph 919 of the Hawley-
Smoot Act of 1930 will explain the de-
vice used to take advantage of our ad-
justed rates to comply with the terms of
a reciprocal agreement with that partic-
ular country.

The operators of the sponge industry
in Florida are complaining of the mount-
ing imports of sponges that are being
reshipped under the Marshall plan to
Germany and the United Kingdom for
polishing hand-made china in the pot-
tery plants.

Here is one that should interest my
colleagues from Oklahoma and Texas
who are just recovering from the solar
plexus blow caused by the recent drop
of approximately 75 cents per barrel in
the price of crude oil. They can find
the answer in recent Commerce Depart-
ment reports on the importation of crude
oil from Venezuela and Mexico. Already
the impact of 600,000 barrels daily is
being felt on the economy in the Red
River Valley and on the Osage plains
where domestic production is greatly
curtailed and in some instances sus-
pended.

Despite our Economic Cooperation
Administration program, aimed prima-
rily at rehabilitating war-ravaged west-
ern Europe, trade conditions remain un-
settled. Already we have seen devalua-
tion and repudiation of the value of
money standards in these nations. In
other nations, with which we have re-
ciprocal relations, we see total disre-
gard for their treaty obligations. In
others, we see import quotas imposed
that put American industry at a disad-
vantage. We cannot escape the observa-
tion that those charged directly with
the administration of our Reciprocal
Trade Agreements Act are lax in en-
forcement or totally disregard the rights
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of American commerce through means
of the escape clause in existing agree-
ments.

Under our present tariff system there
has grown up in this country mass pro-
duction in many lines of industry.
Whether this system is beneficial or not
I am not discussing, but it must be ap-
parent that under this system, with our
present economic set-up, we will be im-
potent to provide necessary employment
for all returned war veterans and other
workers who will be out of employment
when the cold-war emergency passes.
Particularly will this be true if we sac-
rifice one American industry in an ef-
fort to give other nations buying power
to enable them to purchase the exported
products of some other American indus-
try. My native State of West Virginia,
now the leading glass-producing State
in the Union and a large producer of pot-
tery products and clothespins, protests
being made the guinea pig for such an
experiment.

The present trade agreements do not
limit the amounts of any given article
that can be imported, and in many cases
we have observed that, due to this fact,
we are uncertain regarding the quantity
a foreign exporter of a given commodity
will throw on our markets. Very often
as little as 10 percent or less of an im-
ported competitive article ruins the price
structure of both the imported and the
domestically produced equivalent article.

At present, under the terms of the
Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act of 1945
and as amended in 1948, we find de-
plorable conditions existing in the indus-
tries for which I plead. Lack of a back-
log of orders or no orders at all has
brought unemployment, forced lay-offs
or resort to share the work plans. In
view of this situation I question the wis-
dom of the Eighty-first Congress giving
g free hand to either our State Depart-
ment or even to the Tariffi Commission
any further authority to negotiate prob-
able reductions in tariff rates on the
clothespin, pottery or hand-made glass-
ware, crude oil, textiles, shoes and many
other industries of the Nation.

The situation, as it affects the glass-
ware and pottery production, is further
complicated by the actions of our mili-
tary authorities in the occupied portions
of Germany and Japan and by the Mar-
shall plan administrators in England and
Belgium, where millions in American tax
dollars have been expended in rebuilding
and rehabilitating pottery and glass
plants from which the flow of imports
threatens to close our American fac-
tories. Every effort on my part to get
the details as to how many such plants
have been rehabilitated and the cost of
such work has been met by Army of-
ficials with the excuse—"Sorry we do not
have the details.” It oceurs to me Con-
gress might well be interested in knowing
these details as a prerequisite to a safe
and sane tariff policy.

I have information, the source of which
I am not at liberty to disclose, to show
that ECA has expended in England alone
the sum of $1,250,000 in 1947 and 1948 for
rehabilitation of pottery plants alone.
Twelve million dollar program under way
in Italy. How much of this is Marshall
fund money?
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Under the favored nations clause,
these occupied territories are accorded
the same reciprocal treatment as is ac-
corded the other 21 nations party to the
Geneva agreement in 1947, one of which
nations is Czechoslovakia—behind the
iron curtain—where good American dol-
lars used in the purchase of glassware
products are going to build up Soviet
Russia’s economy.

When I pleaded with you in 1945 con-
ditions were bad in both the pottery
and glass industry. Only because of the
fact the rest of the world was gripped by
war were they able to operate, produc-
ing ware for domestic consumption.
Today their troubles are multiplied by
the upward spiraling of foreign imports
as other nations resume full production
and must find a market in America for
their surplus products.

CLOTHESFIN INDUSTRY

I desire to call the attention of the
House to the subject of wooden spring
clothespins. One of the largest plants
making this product is located at Rich-
wood, W. Va.,, and employs approxi-
mately 200 workmen, whose jobs are
menaced by a form of competition they
are unable to meet because of high pro-
duction costs.

America is still geared to a wartime
economy. Production costs per gross for
these pins have mounted, on an aver-
age, from 31.4 cents in 1931 to 69.9 cents
for bulk and 86.5 cents for packaged
goods in 1948. Sweden and Denmark
furnish most of the competition. They
are responsible for 85 percent of all im-
ports. Compared to our production
costs the most recent estimate of produc-
tion costs in Sweden show they are able
to manufacture, pay the ocean freight,
insurance, brokerage, and the 10 cents
gross import duty and offer these pins
for sale at New York for 59.3 cents per
gross.

Swedish imports in 1935 were less than
100,000 gross. For the first 11 months
in 1248 these imports were 909,865 gross
worth $488,611 and are estimated to
reach a total for the year of 1,140.000
gross. Figures obtained from our own
Commerce Department show Sweden
produced, in 19848, a total of 2,500,000
gross in excess of her normal domestic
needs. She must find a foreign market
for this surplus. One Swedish firm
alone is prepared to offer 1,000,000 gross
for sale. The price is 47% cents per
gross in lots of 10,000 gross or more.

It is estimated that the normal de-
mand for spring clothespins in the
United States is from 3,500,000 to 4,000,-
000 gross annually. Current average do-
mestic production is at the rate of ap-
proximately 400,000 gross per month, or
approximately 4,800,000 gross annually.
For a variety of reasons current produc-
tion is not up to capacity. Imports of
1,140,000 gross annually is more than
25 percent of domestic production. Do~
mestic production capacity is more than
adequate to supply the normal demand
in the United States without importation
of any foreign spring clothespins.

Because of high costs of manufactur-
ing in the United States, there is little
or no market for American spring
clothespins in foreign countries, so that
domestic producers are entirely depend-
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ent on the domestic market. Total ex-
ports during 1948 were less than one-
half of 1 percent of domestic production.

In 1931, under the Hawley-Smoot Act,
the import duty stood at 20 cents per
gross. Today, under the 1945 Reciprocal
Trade Act in conformity with the Geneva
agreement of 1947, the duty has been re-
duced to 10 cents. Under the proposal
now pending (H. R. 1211) it will be pos-
sible for a further reduction downward
to 5 cents per gross.

Sweden is listed as one of the 13 na-
tions for further reciprocal trade dis-
cussions at a conference to be held in
Geneva in April of this year. She is ask-
ing for further concessions on clothes-
pins, which if granted will apply to all
other nations. If this is done, it will be
at the expense of our American economy.
I suggest that the Congress consider a
restoration of the original 20 cents duty
as provided in the original act, rather
than permit further reduction of the
present 10-cent rate of duty.

HAND-MADE GLASS INDUSTRY

I want to make clear to the Congress
that I am not pleading the case of the
American manufacturers of window glass
and plate glass. It is common knowl-
edge that the four large concerns in this
country producing this type of glass have
a virtual monopoly on their product
through the means of cartel arrange-
ments with Belgian producers which pro-
hibit imports into this country.

United States manufacturers of hand-
made glassware are fully cognizant of the
necessity of stimulating foreign trade.
They are not interested in creating tariff
barriers just for the purpose of eliminat-
ing competition. All they are seeking is
the equal opportunity of selling ware
made by American workmen at American
labor rates as is provided foreign manu-
facturers using foreign labor at low for-
eign wage rates.

In 1948 the hand-made glass table,
ornamental, and stemware indusiry in
the United States was estimated at $42,-
000,000. There are 78 companies which
employ 35,000 workers. Most of these
employees are highly skilled. .They are
wholly unfitted for work in other indus-
tries unless it would be using a pick and
shovel.

Most of the plants making this type of
ware are located principally in the States
of Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Ohio,
New York, New Jersey, Oklahoma, and
California, but there are a few plants
scattered in other States. The majority
of these glass plants are located in small
communities and contribute very sub-
stantially to the economic life there.
Only 10 of these plants are in or near
cities of over 50,000 population, while the
other 68 support smaller towns, of which
37 are the important industries in their
communities of less than 10,000 people.
Therefore, in the great majority of these
plant locations the very existence of
workers and their families, merchants,
service business, and the entire area
economy depends on the pay rolls and
continued operation of these glass plants.

In order to avoid misunderstanding,
I wish to state that the large variety of
glassware referred to is produced by all
known glass-manufacturing methods;
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that is, first, entirely free hand; second,
hand-blown or hand-pressed with the
aid of molds; third, by semiautomatic
blowing or pressing; and also by, fourth,
full-automatic pressing or blowing. In
hand plants the prineipal cost is in high-
ly ekilled labor while in automatic ma-
chine production expensive machinery
and wages of skilled operators and me-
chanics represent the principal cost of
production.

The hand-made glassware industry is
in much greater danger from low-cost
foreign imporis. In spite of this, I have
no thought of eliminating foreign com-
petition. I only oppose tariff reductions
on hand-made glassware, when the
natyre and extent of the proposed reduc-
tion will make it dificult for an Amer-
ican glass plent to operate with a reason-~
able profit end to maintain current high
wages which our labor is entitled to and
now receives. All this industry asks is
the opportunity of selling its products in
a fair competitive market in which for-
eign glassware will not have an advan-
tage due solely to the cheap labor by
which it is produced.

The Congress must realize the serious-
ness of the situation when I point to the
fact that hand-made glass and artware
is only 4 percent of the total domestic
production which has a value of §904,-
000,000. On the other hand, since there
are no imports of window glass and plate
glass, all of the competition is against
hand-made articles, where the imports
of $5.556,000 are 13 percent plus of our
total domestic production for 1947. Due
to our Army and ECA activities this per-
centage is sure to rise and by the end of
the year will reach the prewar level when
imports were 23 percent of the domestic
production.

It is all the more apparent why these
industries need protection when you
compare the imports of table and kitchen
glassware in 1937 with the imports of
1947. The real story of their plight is
found in comparing the imports of 1947
with the first 10 months of 1948 when
imports from Sweden, United Kingdom,
Belgium, Germany, Czechoslovakia,
Italy, and Japan show an alarming up-
ward spiral. A total of 70 percent of all
imports of this type of glass comes from
Czechoslovakia, the United EKingdom,
and Sweden.

Since such a large volume of hand-
made glassware could be shipped into
this country so soon after the war and
during the third year after hostilities
ceased, we surely must expect consider-
ably more in the near future, when more
normal conditions will exist abroad. I
can see no reason-why we should share
our own domestic markets with central
European countries, when, because of our
necessarily higher prices we would be
prohibited from recapturing elsewhere
in the world market this lost domestic-
market volume.

The glass-producing countries abroad
have always built and expanded their in-
dustry for export and not for home con-
sumption. Here in America we have seen
a steady growth of the whole glass-pro-
ducing industry in step with our steadily
growing domestic economy. While we
have had a greatly increased export busi«
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ness during the recent war years, this
can only be of a temporary nature. Par-
ticularly exports of hand-made glass-
ware will soon shrink to insignificant low
levels as soon as our very limited export
markets can be loaded with cheaper
products from European factories. Up
until now, shipping facilities all over the
world have been far from normal. How-
ever, steady improvements are being
made and to the same extent to which
they are made possible, our export
volume is shrinking.

‘The war-torn countries of Europe as
well as many other countries in this
world which were isolated by the war,
are in great need of all kinds of glass-
ware. In some cases glass items gare
actually so scarce that an emergency ex-
ists. It is reasonable to conclude that
in these places an abundant market ex-
ists for all foreign glass producers. Any
increase in volume of their production,
by all good reasoning, should go there,
and not to the United States of America.
It would be well if these countries would
lower or even drop their import tariffs
in order to attract glass imports.

For the same reason, it is not logical
to divert the foreign trade in glassware
from those who actually need it, toward
our highly competitive markets in
America by lowered tariffs and all kinds
of special trade agreements. To help
with every means at hand to expand the
glass industry in Czechoslovakia, Swe-
den, and many other countries at the
expense of our own prosperity is quite
illogical to me. With importations at
present high levels, foreign credit bal-
ances are enabling our competitors
sbroad to purchase glassmaking ma-
chinery and other glass plant equipment
which they so urgently need. This in
turn will surely make them more com-
petitive than ever before, and only
shorten our own chances of survival in
an already highly endangered situation.

I cannot agree to a policy of selling
out, nor relinquishing our chances to
progress, to expand and contribute to
the prosperity and future of Ameriea.
Our State Department officials, who are
soon to begin negotiating in Geneva,
should most certainly be made aware of
the fact that they are about to ruin the
future of the handcraft industries in
America, if they insist on further lower-
ing tariff rates, and particularly do we
desire to have them impressed with the
fact that any reduction in tariff rates on
hand-made glass items will shortly
cause our industry to be face to face
with oblivion.

We here in America with our high
standard of living, high wages and favor-
able working conditions can not meet this
“cut-throat” competition. Our hourly
wage rate in the United States averages
$1.42; the rate in Belgium is 31 cents; in
France it is 33 cents; in Czechoslovakia,
20 cents; in occupied Germany it is 35
cents; in Japan it is 7 to 10 cents; in the
United Kingdom it is 52 cents, and in
Italy 24 cents.

So that I might give the Congress a
true picture of what faces this particular
industry, I have secured from my own
personal representative in the areg
affected some startling facts, Here they

. this year.
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are, taken from his communication to
me:

You asked me about the eondition of the
lnumber of plants in your district. It fol-
owWa:

West Virginla Glass Speclalty Co., Weston,
W. Va.: Running full but very little backlog
and scraping the barrel for new business,

Loule Glass Co., Weston, W. Va.: Opened
last Monday, having been closed for 3 weeks
because of no backlog or new orders.

Weston Glass Co., Weston, W. Va. Closad.

Lewis County Glass Co., Jane Lew, W. Va.:
Opened last Monday after 2 weeks' lay-off
because of no orders, and they report no
backleg.

C. A. Borchert Glass Co., Weston, W. Va.:
Running part time for lack of orders.

Colonial Glass Co., Weston, W. Va.: Run-
ning part time.

Mountailneer Glass Co., Weston, W. Va.:
Running part time,

Ludwik Glass Co., Glenville, W. Va.: Opened
last Monday after a 3-week shut-down be-
cause of no orders,

McBride Glass Co., Salem, W. Va.: Closed,
no orders,

Mid-Atlantic Glass Co., Ellenboro, W. Va.:
Closed, no orders.

Pennshoro Glass Co., Pennsboro, W, Va.:
Running slow, part time. No orders,

Reports for other localities in West Vir-
ginia and Ohio are that business is very
poor. Huntington Glass Co., at Kenova, W,
Va., is closed.

On Tuesday of last week I contacted
the chief of the United States Employ-
ment Service who has offices in the city
of Clarksburg. He advised that his un-
employed rolls are mounting. More than
2,000 men have been added in the past
30 days. These figures do not include the
city of Weston, where hundreds more are
idle. In one small town of 2,500 popu-
lation, where a plant recently closed, 225
men have applied for work,

These startling facts force one to won-
der whether now or in future years our
Congress would be justified in legalizing
reciprocal trade relations with nations in
which the living standards, hours and
wages and working conditions are so
much at variance with the standards we
have set up in America.

There now exist four active trade
agreements in which the tariff rates on
hand-made glassware have been re-
duced. They are the trade agreement
with Sweden, made on August 5, 1935,
in which the fariff on glass having a
value of $4 or more in the country of
origin was cut from 60 to 30 percent: the
United Kingdom trade agreement, effec-
tive January 1, 1939, in which table and
ornamental glassware, cut or engraved,
having a value of $1 or more in country
of origin, was cut from 60 ad valorem to
45 percent; the Mexican trade agree-
ment, effective January 30, 1943, in which
the tariff rate was cut from 60 to 30
percent; and the Geneva agreement of
September 1947, which authorized the
several reciprocal rates now in effect.

We now face the strong possibility
that the glassware industry will suffer
even more in thé proposed Geneva Con-
ference which is to convene in April of
Several of the 13 nations who
will attend this conference are asking
for further concessions which, if granted,
will apply not only to the 13 nations at-
tending the proposed conference, but
under the “favored nations clause” the
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same reduction would automatically
apply to the 21 nations that participated
in the original Geneva agreement of
1947. This would include all of the
major nations now importing hand-made
glass, table, and ornamental ware into the
United States.

When I appeared before the House as
a Member of the Seventy-ninth Congress
in 1945, pleading the cause of the hand-
glass industry, you were kind enough to
protect this industry to the extent that
all future reciprocal negotiations affect-
ing imports of hand-made glass from
Czechoslovakia were to be predicated on
the import duty schedules as contained
in the original Hawley-Smoot Act of 1930
and not on the schedules as they ap-
peared in the several Reciprocal Trade
Agreements Acts between 1930 and 1945.
I sincerely hope that this Congress, in
justice to this much harassed industry,
will write similar safeguards against the
importation of hand-made glassware and
decorated-ware articles, not only from
Czechoslovakia but from any other na-
tion importing this type of ware that is
a participant in any reciprocal agree-
ment. An import quota on a percentage
basis is indicated.

POTTERY, TABLEWARE, AND CHINA

Pottery, table, and kitchen articles,
used in preparing, serving, and storing
food and drink, fall roughly into two
groups: Opagque pottery known as earth-
enware, and translucent pottery known
as chinaware. Chinaware is of two
types, hotel china and household china.
Before the war practically the entire
hotel china market in this country was
supplied by domestic production, but
nearly all the household china was im-
ported. The bulk of the household
earthenware consumed in the United
States was produced here. Although
earthenware imports were substantial,
the greater volume of competition with
domestic earthenware came from im-
ported chinaware, especially the cheap
chinaware imported from Japan. Inthe
1920's, taking all types and grades to-
gether, imports came chiefly from Ger-
many and other central European coun-
tries; in the 1930’s chiefly from Japan.
In both decades, the United Kingdom
was the principal source of imports of
the expensive grades of household china
and earthenware.

Pottery production is technically more
efficient—that is, owing to the use of im-
proved mechanical equipment, fewer
over-all man-hours are required per unit
produced—in the United States than in
any other country, although in all coun-
tries such efficiency has increased in re-
cent years. So far as costs are con-
cerned, however, the greater efficiency in
the United States has continued to be
more than offset by the lower wages in
the pottery industries in foreign coun-
tries.

In 1930 domestic production of house-
hold chinaware, porcelain, table, and
kitchenware was 160,000 dozen. The
estimated 1948 production, based on the
first 11 months is 880,000 dozen and for
the same year, 1948, estimated imports

-are 1,768,000 dozen. The domestic pro-
duction for 1948 has a total value of $9,-
| 800,000, while the foreign valuc of all
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imports is $6,245,000, which when meas-
ured on the American standard of money
value would be approximately $12,500,-
000. Here we face the shocking fact that
the value of the imports, measured in
American dollars, exceeds the value of
all domestic production.

I am particularly alarmed, and this
Congress should be alarmed, by the
mounting imports of pottery and china-
ware products from both Germany and
Japan. The Congress will recall my
earlier reference to the activities of the
Army in rehabilitating and rebuilding
Germany and Japan's pottery plants.
This action accounts in a large measure
for the sudden tripling and quadrupling
of imports in recent months. In 1947
Germany imported 118,468 dozen pieces,
worth $370,967. For the first 11 months
of 1948 Germany imported 427,888
dozen, worth $1,5692,708. In 1947 Japan
imported 240,994 dozen, worth $414,303
and in the first 11 months of 1948 her
imports had skyrocketed to 915,054
dozen, worth $1,755,836. As proof of the
statement that most of this dangerous
competition is coming from the occupied
areas of Germany and Japan, let me call
attention to the importations from the
United Kingdom which were 182,516 doz-
en in 1947 and 221,000 dozen for 1948.

Total importations of china dinner-
ware in 1946 amounted to 203,000 dozen
pieces, valued at approximately $1,600,-
000. In 1947 total imports amounted to
592,000 dozen pieces, valued at $3,200,000.
This is up over 100 percent.

In earthenware tableware 1946 imports
amounted to 930,000 dozen pieces, valued
at $3,000,000; and in 1947 1,175,000 dozen
pieces, valued at $4,300,000.

To show the rate of increase during
the past year, we find that in the month
of October 1947 total imports of china
dinnerware amounted to 70,000 dozen
and in October 1948 they amounted to
200,000 dozen pieces.

Regarding imports from Japan in com-
parative periods, we find that during the
year 1946 Japan exported to us 67 dozen
of decorated china dinnerware. In 1947
she exported to us 214,000 dozen of the
same item. Inthe month of October 1947
Japan exported to us no decorated house-
hold earthenware,-but in October of 1948
the figure amounted to 28,000 dozen.

Germany's exports to us of china
tableware in 1946 were 241 dozen. In
1947 the figure was 131,000 dozen.

In 1937, before there were any re-
strictions on trade with Japan, she was
importing into this country 86 percent
of all the dinnerware of all kinds that
came to us from all foreign countries,
This amounted to close to 40 percent of
all the dinnerware that was sold in this
country, both domestic and foreign.
The prices on the Japanese competing
products in our industry were, in many
cases, at that time less than one-half of
the factory cost for producing compa-
rable articles in American factories.
This, you will note, was under the tariff
rate of the Smoot-Hawley tariff bill of
1930 and before any reductions were
made under the recriprocal trading pro-
gram. The ratesthat were then in effect
have been substantially decreased on
certain types of both china and earth-
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treaties with Great Britain, Mexico, and
Czechoslovakia and under the favored-
nations clause Japan would be accorded
the same consideration as all countries
who were parties to the 1947 Geneva
Conference. What future has this in-
dustry if Japan is given further ad-
vantage under the favored nations clause
at Geneva?

I have in my files numerous telegrams
and letters from both industry and labor
protesting any action that will further
endanger their livelihood, and of the esti-
mated 20,000 workers in the pottery in-
dustry, based on statistics for 1948, more
than 1,000 of these workmen are em-
ployed in one of the largest plants
located in my home city of Clarksburg,

I submit that when the percentages of
imports in any one industry from any one
country vary from 300 percent to 400
percent in a space of 2 years, no domestic
industry can meet such competition.
The protection afforded this industry in
the original Hawley-Smoot Tariff Act of
1930—an ad valorem duty of 60 percent—
is meager enough and I suggest that
this Congress take steps to stabilize
rather than to confuse the economic
future of these 20,000 workmen. Again
an import quota is indicated.

I feel I would be remiss in my duty if I
failed to call to the attention of the Con-
gress the growing practice of industrial
concerns in this country setting up simi-
lar plants abroad for the purpose of get-
ting advantage of lower wage rates and
less working restrictions. Many of the
finished products of these foreign-owned
plants are being imported into the United
States and sold in competition with simi-
lar American goods and af a lower price.
Reciprocal relations on such products
should be forbidden regardless of the na-
tion of origin.

In face of the unwarranted action of
our War Department in diverting large
amounts of its regularly appropriated
funds for administration and national
defense to the building and rehabilitating
of foreign industrial plants, this Con-
gress cannot avoid taking cognizance of
the effect on American industries mak-
ing articles on the reciprocal lists.
Neither can the Congress afford to rec-
ommend legislation that will legalize
trading with the enemy in this cold war
between our economy and that of the na-
tions that only last week were collaborat-
ing in an effort to destroy our Marshall-
plan efforts in western and central
Europe.

The avowed course of our Department
of State at the approaching Geneva Con-
ference will certainly and only result in
the immediate displacement and ulti-
mate unemployment of tens of thousands
of America’s most highly skilled artisans
and craftsmen. Glass, china, kitchen-
ware, clothespins, pottery are but a few
of the product classifications slated for
possible tariff-rate reductions in Geneva.
Truly the matter we here discuss today
is a far-reaching and most important
one.

The industries I desire to protect are
helpless. They have failed to secure
State Department assurances that they
would not be harmed in the coming
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Geneva negotiations. I am hopeful that
. your inferest, courtesy, and attention to-
day is evidence of our intention to try to
help them. Their very future is in your
eare. They ask only justice, not charity.
I fear that easier and “cheaper” access
to our markets can mean only economic
ruin to industry and insecurity to the
thousands of workmen that will be
affected.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. EBERHARTER. The gentleman
is in favor of the reciprocal-trade-agree-
ments program, as I understand it. Itis
my understanding that he is up here to
get a little special protection for the
pottery interests and the chinaware in-
terests in his territory. The matter of
the employees is incidental. Generally
the country is not of sufficient impor-
tance to the gentleman that he is able
to go along with a program as envisaged
by his party and as presenfed by the
President of the United States.

Mr, BAILEY. I have not stated I was
for the program. I did vote for the
previous reciprocal trade treaties pro-
gram,

Mr. EBERHARTER. The gentleman
in the hearings stated he was for the
program generally but insofar as his par-
ticular area was concerned he wants
something special. I therefore placed
him in the category of the special plead-
er for that reason.

Mr. . I would like to say also

at this time that the first escape clause
written in any agreement prior to 1945
was written in a half-hearted manner
in the Mexican agreement, the last one
drawn prior to the action taken by this
Congress in 1945,

Mr., DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. STEED].
; Mr. STEED. Mr. Chairman, in con-

nection with the consideration of this
bill, I desire to eall attention to the fact
that the importation of foreign oil is he-
coming a matter of serious concern to
Oklahoma and the oil industry., I am
advised that foreign oil imports have
increased 150 percent in the last year
and that this oil is coming in at the rate
of 600,000 barrels daily at the present
time.

I also am advised that the surface
storage of oil has increased 105,000,000
barrels during the last year and has now
reached a point where additional stor-
age is not available.

As a result of this situation, the Okla-
homa Corporation Commission, in an
order issued in January, curtailed the
production of oil in Oklahoma by 40,000
barrels daily. Further curtailment will
be necessary if the present rate of for-
eign importations is continued.

This not only works a hardship upon
the oil indusiry but is beginning to
. threaten a large portion of the tax struc-
ture of the State of Oklahoma. For in-
stance, on the basis of the present price
of oil, the January curtailment order
caused a loss of about $5,000 a day in
Oklahoma tax revenues from its oil pro-
duction,
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Supporting this statement, I have a
resolution passed unanimously by the
Oklahoma Legislature, which is now in
session, and dated January 31. I also
have a copy of a resolution passed by the
Oklahoma Corporation Commission on
January 26 setting out the same facts.

I think it important these facts not
only be called to the attention of the
department controlling oil imports, but
that Congress ought to take them into
consideration with a view of limiting
such imports to a point where they do
not upset or harm one of America’s most
vital and important industries, and one
without which we cannot have national
defense.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr, Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
West Virginia [Mr. STAGGERS].

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
have been walting since noontime to get
in my 2 cents’ worth, so I would like
to make a few remarks at this time.

I am one of that group that was re-
ferred to several times today as “in favor
of this bill but,” and it has been insinu-
ated that those members represent spe-
cial interest. If you call representing
the people with whom you were born and
raised representing special interests, I
do represent them. It is my duty and
my responsibility as their Congressman
to present their views regardless of party
affiliation or the walk of life they may
represent.

In the Second Congressional District
of West Virginia which I represent are
located several of the finest hand-made
glass industries to be found in the United
States. I, as well as many of my con-
stituents bhelieve that the present recip-
rocal trade bill will seriously impair and
endanger their means of livelihood un-
less their situation is taken into con-
sideration. Not for a moment would I
oppose the assumption of world economic
Jeadership by the United States; eco-
nomic isolationism is dead, and intel-
ligent assistance to our less fortunate
sister democracies is in line with our
own self-interest. Wisely administered
foreign cooperation carries with it a
commitment to purchase reasonable
quantities of foreien merchandise.
Trade is a two-way street and we can-
not expect continuously to sell goods and
to lend capital abroad unless we are pre-
pared some day to accept payment in
the form of people and services.

In my mind and my view that much is
elementary economics and plain com-
mon sense.

Fear alone is not adequate justifica-
tion for remedial action. When we fail
to recognize those rights and to protect
them we might as well say we aré behind
an iron curtain of our own as far as the
rights of the people are concerned; and
I am speaking primarily of Czechoslo-
vakia, Continued trade with Czecho-
slovakia which is located behind the iron
curtain now, as we call it, and that pri-
marily is one of the factors that is en-
dangering the hand-made glass industry
in my district. With men and women
now only on 60 percent of their time I
think something should be done. At
least I think the treaty with Czecho-
slovakia should be canceled.
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Looked at from such an over-all peint
of view the problem seems simple. From
such a distance imports are a vague con-
cept and no difficulties appear.

But the problem becomes more com-
plicated when we gef closer to it. This
is a big country which we live in and the
interests of one section are quite different
from the interests of other sections.
Some of our industries are healthy and
prosperous and quite able to take care of
themselves in world markets without
fear of, or favor from, Government,
Others are less favorably situated and
every so often find themselves imperiled
by well-intentioned, but dangerous, acts
on the part of Government officials.

Some of us, like myself, who happen to
come from distriets in which numbers of
producers are not able to withstand un-
restricted foreign competition find it
more difficult than some of our colleagues
who repiesent districts in which there is
no such threat from competitive imports.

It so happens that in my district, in
West Virginia, a leading industry is the
making of hand-blown glassware, table-
ware and artware. In terms of the econ-
omy of the country as a whole this is a
small and relatively high-cost, industry.
To my constituents, however, its survival
and prosperity means their daily exist-
ence.

Many years ago the skill of glass blow-
ing was brought to this country from Bo-
hemia. The skill has survived down to
this day, notwithstanding severe and
growing competition. The lower-priced
products find it difficult to compete
against the domestically machine-made
glassware. The more expensive, deco-
rated ware competes with imports from
Sweden and Czechoslovakia.

The Department of State has included
the high-priced ware for bargaining with
Sweden next April. Such glassware is
valued at $8 each abroad and is now
dutiable at 30 percent. Thisis the glass-
ware that retails for $25 or so per piece

" ‘and represents only a small part of the

total output. If it were all that we had
to worry about I would not feel as
alarmed as I do today.

What troubles me most is the action
that has already been taken—at Geneva
in 1947—when our delegates signed the
so-called general agreement on tariffs
and trade. For there the rate was re-
duced from 60 percent ad valorem to 50
cents per piece with a proviso that the
rate is to be not less than 30 percent or
more than 50 percent., At present prices
the new rate is equal to about 35 percent.

American labor is high-priced labor.
For that let us be thankful since it means
that, by and large, we are more produc-
tive than other lands. It means that we
get more real income for our work. I
would not advocate that we do anything
that would lower the wages of our glass-
workers, who receive $1.42 per hour com-
pared to those in Czechoslovakia, who re-
ceive about 20 cents per hour. In part,
at least, the prevailing high wage rates
in the United States are accounted for
by large-scale production to satisfy
large-scale markets, here and abroad.

‘We should not be dealing at all with
any country that is dominated by Russia,
inasmuch as they are not cooperating
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with us and the money does not go to
their working people but to build up the
Russian military machine, which is cer-
tainly poor policy at the expense of our
own people.

But what troubles the workers in my
district is whether adequate care is be-
ing taken by the administration to make
sure that in the cutting of tariff duties
they will not be sacrificed unwittingly.
The industries in my distriet have al-
ready experienced serious damage from
the importation of Czechoslovakian
glassware, They are now operating at
about 60 percent of capacity. In my
opinion this is due to the fact that the
duty was cut on this product in Geneva
in 1947,

Fear alone is not adequate justifica-
tion for remedial action. When we fail
to recognize those rights and to protect
them we might as well say we are behind
an iron curtain of our own as far as the
rights of the people are concerned.

The national interest, of course, is all-
important. But, gentlemen, we are still
a democracy, and minorities, thank God,
still have rights. .

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, due to
an error, the supplemental statement of
Mr. James G. Shennan, president of the
Elgin National Watch Co., did not get
printed in the committee hearings. For
that reason, I would like to extend it
into the Recorp at this point.
BUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN

JEWELED WATCH MANUFACTURING INDUSTRY

ON THE BILL (H, R. 1211) TO EXTEND THE

TRADE AGREEMENTS ACT

This statement supplements the testimony
of Mr. James G. Shennan, president of the
Elgin National Watch Co., on behalf of
the American manufacturers of jeweled
watches—Elgin National Watch Co., Hamil-
ton Watch Co., and the trustees of Waltham
Watch Company—before the Ways and Means
Committee of the United States House of
Representatives on January 31, 1949, during
the hearings on H. R. 1211 to extend the
Trade Agreements Act.

The statement is filed to supply certain
information not available to the witness av
the time the testimony was given (transcript,
p. 1083), and to correct certain inaccuracles
in the brief filed, and the testimony given by
the witnesses who appeared on behalf of the
American Watch Assemblers’ Association.

Mr. Shennan was asked to supply informa-
tion as to the profits of the Elgin and Ham-
ilton companies. The witness supplied the
information for his own company, but did
not have the comparable information for
the Hamilton Co. The information is now
available for both of these companies and
the Waltham Co., combined, and is as fol-
lows:

Year Combined | Combined | Percent
. sales net profit | of sales
$25, 857, 000 | $2, 724, 000 10.53
33, 413,000 | 3, 060, 000 0. 16
34, 902, 000 1, 250, 000 4. 849
1847 .o...oo...| 48,131,000 » 830, 000 3.72

Mr. Shennan was also asked (transcript,
pp. 1089-90) if the representatives of the
United States at the forthcoming trade
agreement negotiations in Geneva, Switzer-
land, next April could not “open up this mat-
ter of proper protection (tariff), including
the inclusion of an escape clause for the
watch agreement.” In addition to the
answer given by the witness at the hearing,
it is desired to point out that Switzerland
has not, as yet, become a party to the general
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agreement on tariffs and trade, and is not to
be a party to the negotiations in April.
Therefore, the Swiss trade agreement, and
watches, will not be under review at that
time.

The memorandum filed with the commit-
tee by the Amerlcan Watch Assemblers’ As-
sociation bases most of its argument on the
assumption that the American jeweled watch
manufacturers desire a quota. Actually, as
stated to the committee by Mr. Shennan, the
American manufacturers do not desire a
quota, they desire only tariff rates which will
afford them equality at the border. If this
was granted to them, there would be abso-
lutely no difference in the related economic
activity which flows from the sale of watches
in this country. All of that business, which
the importers claim to create, would con-
tinue to remain here since the American-
made movements require the same labor, the
same material, the same services, as import-
ed movements, to complete their manufac-
ture and distribution. The real difference,
and the one which is vital to the national
defense, is that more facilities for the manu-
facture of movements, and more people
trained in the skills required to make them,
would be created and available in the event
of another emergency; and it is timepiece
movement manufacturing capacity which is
esgential to the national defense. Even the
representatives of the assemblers’ assoclation
who testified at the hearings conceded that
neither they, nor any other industry in this
country, could manufacture watches, and by
watches they meant time measuring mecha-
nisms.

In this connection it is significant to note
that the representative of the Bulova Watch
Co., who testified on behalf of the importers,
stated that it took from 8 to 10 years before
Bulova was able to get its plant at Wood-
side, Long Island, into production (transecript,
p- 1344), and that it took 20 years to get it
on a paying basis (transcript, p. 1346). He
also stated that preducing a watch is far
different from producing other things
(transcript, p. 1346). The other witness who
testified on behall of the importers stated
that 1t was the Intentlon of his company to
manufacture movements in this country,
and that they began setting up a pilot plant
at Long Island a year ago which is ulti-
mately to be moved to Cincinnati, where
they now case their Imported movements.
But here again the difficulty of getting into
movement manufacture is demonstrated by
the fact that he also stated that they had
not “‘as yet,” after a year's time, made any
movements in this country, not even in a
pilot-plant operation, let alone on a produc-
tion basis. This time element is the thing
that is so vital to our national defense, and
is the thing which gives us on whom the
defense agencles are relying in the event of
another war so much concern.

The spokesmen for the importers tried to
minimize the significance of movement man-
ufacturing in this country by asserting that
the importers had also done a considerable
amount of defense work during the last war.
But In addition to conceding that they made
no time measuring movements, only one item
was specifically mentioned and that was “an
electrical indication measuring instrument”
(transeript, p. 1440). It was stated that in-
struments for ships, planes, and tanks were
made by the importers but, aside from the
above, no specification of them was given.
A further statement was made to the effect
that there was an adequate labor pool for
defense work in the “watchmakers” being
graduated from the varlous trade schools
which could be readily converted to watch-
movement manufacture. This completely
ignores the fact that the manufacturing
facilities are not available even if the state-
ment were correct, and the statement itself
1s not correct. The training given to. stu-
dents in the watchmaking schools is to pre-
pare them for the work done In the jewelry
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stores which maintain watch-repair de-
partments. There is no training given in
this country to prepare men in watch engi-
neering, watch designing, watch machine
bullding, watch tool and die making, watch
manufacturing supervision, which are the
critical skills.

The importance of American movement
manufacturing facilities was also questioned
by indicating that the American manufac-
turers of movements were all, to some extent,
dependent on Swiss parts. With the single
exception of jewel bearings the statement is
simply not correct, and it should be remem-
bered, jewel bearings were made by this in-
dustry during the last war. It is, therefore,
not correct to say that the American manu-
facturers are in any sense dependent on the
Swiss,

There was a sharp conflict with respect to
the differential in the cost of making move-
ments here, and importing Swiss-made move-
ments. The committee was fortunate to
have before it a representative of the Bulova
Watch Co. who, although appearing on be-
half of the assembler's association, is the
treasurer of the one importer who also manu-
factures movements in this country. How-
ever, this witness would not indicate, even
on a percentage basis, the difference in move-
ment manufacturing costs between their
American and Swiss plants and, as a matter
of fact, claimed not to know, although he
indicated, from a document on Swiss labor
rates to which he made reference, that the
top figure in Switzerland was about 60 cents
an hour (transcript, p. 1343). If this is true,
it more than supports the American indus-
try's statement that the labor rate difference
is about 21, to 1. Nor was the testimony of
the other witness for the importer much
more specific on either of these points. Not
having yet manufactured any movements in
this country he was unable to say what his
American costs would be, and on labor rates
he indicated a 50-60 cents an hour differen-
tial (transcript, p. 1443). The schedule of
wage rates in the Swiss watch industry is a
matter of published information, and is
avallable to anyone. This same witness read-
ily conceded the importance of American
movement manufacturing companies to the
national defense (transcript, p. 1440). We
call attention to this testimony to high light
the necessity of determining the actual facts,
particularly in view of the national defense
importance of the American manufacturers,
which is the reason we feel that this commit-
tee itself, through a subcommittee, should
study the situation, We stand ready to sub-
mit audited production cost figures in con-
fidence to such a subcommittee, as well as
our labor rates.

In this connection, however, we wish to
definitely clarify the assertion that Elgin's
costs cannot be as high as was indicated by
witnesses for the American manufacturers,
because it sells watches at as low a price as
$12 net (transcript, p. 1442). The reference
was to a watch which retails at $29.75 and
which the Elgin company actually sells for
$15. It is a 15-jewel watch, whereas the testi-
mony being commented upon related to 17
Jjewel, higher quality watches. Eilgin has
only two models at this price, one man’s and
one lady’'s, and is selling them at a low mar-
gin of profit in order to stay in the low-price
category. This is the lowest-priced watch
in the Elgin line.

One further comment on the testimony
on behalf of the importers would appear
to be in order. They blame the present
financial difficulties of the Waltham Watch
Co. entirely on bad past management, This
has been the stock answer of the importers
to the fact that there are so few remaining
movement manufacturers in this country,
and has been asserted time and again before
this committee. Obviously, no one reason
is the whole answer, Nevertheless, it Is
apparent to those of us who have actually
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faced the importer’s competitive advantage
resulting from lower costs, that this factor
is  an important reason for the Waltham
gituation. Some one American company is
always going to be the marginal producer,
and the status of the industry now is such,
from the national-defense considerations,
that we cannot afford to lose the facilities
of a single manufacturer.

May we reiterate that the American man-
ufacturers of jeweled-watch movements are
not suggesting any quota restrictions? We
feel confident that with an equalization of
cost factors this industry can successfully
compete with the importers, which means
that it can grow in an expanding economy.
It is essential to the national defense that
it do this, because it is presently not of
sufficient size to meet the minimum re-
quirements of a full-scale emergency. In
view of its importance to the national de-
fense, its present size and the competitive
situation, and in view of the failure of the
industry's efforts over the last 5 years to
obtain relief from the agencies administer-
ing the trade-agreements program, it seems
to us that the situation must be given study
on the national policy level, and that this
committee of the Congress is the only agency
of the Government that is in a position
to carefully investigate all phases of the
problem,

This is not simply a matter of whether
one or two or more business concerns in
this country shall remain commercially vig-
orous. It is that consideration, plus the
building of a highly essential defense facil-
ity. This is the aspect of the problem which
we emphasized in the statement we made at
the hearings. It is the aspect of the prob-
lem which we feel not only justifies, but
necessitates, an investigation of the matter
by a congressional committee. It is the
reason why we have suggested a special
subcommittee of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee to give it attention.

Respectfully submitted on behalf of:

ELgin Natrowan Warce Co.,
HamirTroNn Warce Co.,
WarTHAM WaATcH Co.,

By JamMEs G. SHENNAN,

President Elgin National Watch Co.
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Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman,
there appear to be no further requests
for time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, ete, That this act may be
cited as the “Trade Agreements Extension
Act of 1949.”

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I
move that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. WaLTER, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H. R. 1211) to extend the authority of
the President under section 350 of the
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, and for
other purposes, had come to no resolu-
tion thereon.

MANUFACTURE OF COTTON TEXTILES IN
SOUTH CAROLINA

Mr. BRYSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks and include a newspaper
article,
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr, BrRYsoN]?

There was no objection.

Mr. BRYSON. Mr. Speaker, South
Carolina, my State, has long since been
recognized as the leader of the Nation
in the manufacture of cotton textiles. I
call your attention to the following news-
paper article appearing in the Green-
ville News on February 7, 1949, from
which you will observe South Carolina
is also the leader in the consumption and
manufacture of other fibers in the textile
industry.

In South Carolina we manufacture
every kind of textiles—from the most
delicate and beautiful patterns of fine
dress goods used to make women’s gar-
ments to heavy woolen materials used
for the manufacture of men’s suits as
well as duck and tarpaulin of unpar-
alleled strength and durability, Time
will not permit me to enumerate the
thousands of types of textiles we manu-
facture.

STATE'S SPINDLES TOP NATION IN CONSUMING
OTHER FIBERS—DOMINANT POSITION AS COT-
TON TEXTILE STATE INCREASED
Corumsis, February 6. —South Carolina is

the Nation's leader in the consumption of
fibers other than cotton on cotton-system
spindles, Director H. W. Bishop, of the State
research, planning, and development board,
revealed today.

“The fact that the State’s cotton-system
spindles and its textile employees have suf-
ficient versatility to produce other yarns Is
a highly important factor in diversifying
textiles,” he noted, and added:

“Management has been able to modernize
and improve equipment in order to produce
yarns without any loss in training new em-
ployees.

“Federal Department of Commerce figures
for December showed that SBouth Carolina
had 498,000 of the entire country’s 1,267,000
cotton-system spindles consuming materials
other than cotton.

“The State had 39.3 percent of the Nation's
total and 9 percent of all the cotton-system
spindles in the State were consuming other
fibers.

“The high productivity of South Caroclina
textile employees further is demonstrated by
the fact that the State had 422 percent
of the total spindie-hours for 1948 of cotton-
system spindles working on other fibers.”

Bishop sald the Federal figure showed
North Carolina ranked second with 319,000
spindles, followed by the combined New Eng-
land States with 267,000 and Georgia with
91,000.

“A recent compilation of Federal figures
showed South Carolina increased its domi-
nant position as the No. 1 cotton-textile
State with 28.39 percent of the Nation's ac-
tive spindle-hours in 1948, Bishop recalled.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Appendix of the RECORD
and include a letter from the Depart-
ment of Agriculture.

Mr. SANBORN (at the request of Mr.
REED of New York) asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the RECORD.

Mr. JENSEN (at the request of Mr.
REep of New York) was given permission
to extend his remarks in the Appendix
of the REcorp and include extraneous
matter.
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Mr. KEATING (at the request of Mr.
REED of New York) was given permission
to extend his remarks in the REcorp in
two instances and include extraneous
matter in each.

Mr. REED of New York asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Appendix of the RECORD
in three instances and include extraneous
matter,

Mr. McCORMACK (at the request of
Mr. Priest) was given permission to ex-
tend his remarks in the Appendix of the
Recorp and include an editorial from the
New York Times.

Mr. ADDONIZIO (at the request of
Mr. PRIEST) was given permission to ex-
tend his remarks in the Appendix of the
REecorp and include a letter.

Mr. BOYKIN (at the request of Mr.
PIEST) was given permission to extend
his remarks in the Recorp in three in-
stances and include a statement and two
newspaper articles.

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks in the Appendix of the RECORD.

SPECIAL ORDER VACATED

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin, Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
cancel the special order that I had for
today, which has been taken care of
through an extension of remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Wisconsin?

There was objection.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows:

To Mr, Secrest (at the request of Mr,
Youne), on account of burial in Ohio of
his brother, who lost his life in action
overseas in the war and whose body was
transported home for final burial.

To Mr. Teacug, for 2 days, on account
of attending a funeral in Texas,

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the REcorp on the subject the
Reciprocal Trade Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous special order of the House, the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Lane] is recognized for 15 minutes.

AMERICAN JOINT COMMISSION TO ASSIST
IN THE UNIFICATION OF IRELAND

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, during the
last Congress I introduced a resolution to
provide for the creation of an American
Joint Commission to assist in the unifi-
cation of Ireland. Because of the pres-
sure of other problems it was not possible
for the House Commiittee on Foreign
Affairs to give consideration to my reso-
lution. I have therefore again intro-
duced this resolution, which is House
Joint Resolution 59 and is now before
the House committee, where I hope that
hearings will be given and careful con-
sideration devoted to this vital issue,
which today clouds the horizon of good
will between the peoples of Ireland and
Great Britain,
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Under the terms of House Joint Reso-
lution 59, the President would be au-
thorized to appoint a commission of 10
members, to be known as the American
Joint Commission. This Commission
would be authorized to consult with the
British Government and its represent-
atives to consider and to recommend an
immediate and final settlement of the
Irish question leading to the abolition
of the border between the north and
south of Ireland, and to sign such settle-
ment in behalf of the people of the
United States. By the establishment of
such a commission, this country would
be offering its services to act as a media-
tor between the Irish and the British in
an effort to terminate the arbitrary and
useless border which has been imposed
upon the Irish countryside and which has
served to divide Ireland into two sepa-
rate countries, when in fact it is and
can be only one nation, and served like-
wise to divide the Irish people and en-
gender bitterness between the Irish and
the British nations.

Throughout all Ireland today the de-
mand for the removal of the northern
border is constantly growing stronger
and stronger. This sentiment in behalf
of the unification of all Ireland cannot
be ignored. The restoration of the six
counties of the north to the bosom of
the Irish nation cannot be impeded by
propaganda nor prevented by edicts
emanating from Sir Basil Brooke or his
puppet Government of Northern Ireland,
Not even the holding of special elections
on February 10 in northern Ireland will
in any way slow the demand of the Irish
people that their entire country be united
once again as a free and independent
nation.

The elections in northern Ireland only
serve to call the attention of the world to
the nefarious scheming by which the
Government in the six counties of the
north is maintained. The sentiment of
the people in the six counties is divided
between those who desire union with
Britain and those who desire the national
unity of all Ireland. By an elaborate
system of gerrymandering the bound-
aries of parliamentary districts, voters
favoring British union are given a major-
ity of the seats in the Stormont Parlia-
ment. Distriets favoring union with all
Ireland, in many cases, contain twice as
many voters as do adjoining districts
which favor British union. In the south-
western corner of northern Ireland, for
example, the county of Fermanagh is
divided into three parliamentary dis-
tricts, two of which are partitionist in
sentiment and the other antipartitionist.
The county as a whole opposes partition
by over 5,000 votes, but these votes are
all enclosed within one heavily populated
district, which votes antipartition by
9,000 votes. The other 2 districts scrape
through with about 1,200 and 800 parti-
tionist majorities. The result is that in
elections one-half the population of the
county elects two British-union candi-
dates, while the other half of the popula-
tion can only elect one Irish-nationalist
member. Thus, here, as elsewhere in the
northern six counties, two unionist votes
are equal to one Nationalist vote,

In the current elections, hastily called
by Sir Basil Brooke in an effort to silence
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the growing popular demand for unifica-
tion of Ireland, not only is this system
of gerrymandering of districts being em-
ployed, but also a 3-year register of vot-
ers will be in effect. As a result, those
voters who have come of age during the
past 3 years will be denied an opportuni-
ty to vote, as well as many others, who by
change of residence or similar reason,
have had their names dropped from the
old register. Within 6 weeks after the
holding of this election, the new register
will become effective, and it is to avoid
the possibility that the new register
might affect the results in the old gerry-
mandered districts that this election is
being rushed through. Evidently it
would not require any very large change
of residence on the part of the voters
within the three parliamentary districts
of Fermanagh County to completely
change the results of an election there.
The same situation holds forth in Derry
City, in Tyrone County and elsewhere.

Throughout Irish history heroic pa-
triots have frequently chosen death or
imprisonment rather than submit to loss
of their liberty or to foreign domination
of their land. That spirit is not dead
within the Irish. It never will die. The
undemocratic - processes of the present
elections in Northern Ireland could well
become the occasion to enkindle the
flame of ardent patriotism within so
many Irish hearts as to light the torch of
riot and rebellion against the domination
of the present government there and
against the British subsidization of that
government,

It is because this situation exists in
Ireland today and will continue to exist
as a threat to world peace until the only
Irish border is the entire coastline along
the sea that I have offered my resolution
before this body. The democratic na-
tions of the West cannot long tolerate
the existence in their midst of any na-
tion or part of a nation, however small,
subject to the outside domination and
control of a foreign country. The right
of Ireland to freedom and self-deter-
mination is just as vital on the interna-
tional scene as are the rights of Indo-
nesia, of Israel or any other nation. It
is in an effort fo protect those rights
and to eliminate the Irish question at
least, that I have offered my resolution.

This Congress is in a position to take
the first step in bringing about a new era
of friendship and good will between the
British and the Irish peoples. With each
step won by the Irish in their march
toward freedom, the ancient antagon-
isms and animosities toward Britain
have been lessened and to a great ex-
tent eliminated. The northern border
is the last vital barrier to a complete
and full understanding between these
two great races. By the passage of my
resolution, we will make it possible for
Great Britain to enter into negotiations
for the elimination of this border in a
dignified and gracious manner. The
voluntary action of Great Britain, which
the passage of my resolution will insti-
gate, will tremendously strengthen the
good will between Ireland and Great
Britain. On the other hand, should this
situation be much longer ignored, then
we can anticipate that efforts will be
made to force the elimination of the
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partition of Ireland, and as always, the
use of force will leave in its wake a
feeling of bitterness and ill-will. So in
the interest of international good will
and the peaceful arbitration of disputes,
I urge the prompt consideration of my
resolution both by the Committee of For-
eign Affairs as well as by the House
itself.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at T o'clock and 49 minutes p. m.), the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, February 9, 1949, at 12
o’clock noon. ¢

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications’ were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

186. A letter from the Under Becretary,
Department of Agriculture, transmitting a
report on the cooperation of the United
States with Mexico in the control and eradi-
cation of foot-and-mouth disease; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

187, A letter from the Chairman, National
Labor Relations Board, transmitting the
Thirteenth Annual Report of the National
Labor Relations Board, for the year ended
June 30, 1948; to the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor.

188. A letter from the Secretary of Defense,
transmitting a draft of a proposed bill to
unify, consolidate, revise, and codify the
Articles of War, the Articles for the Govern-
ment of the Navy, and the disciplinary laws
of the Coast Guard and to enact and establish
a uniform code of military justice; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

189. A letter from the Secretary of the
Interior, transmitting a draft of a proposed
bill to consolidate the Parker Dam power
project and the Davis Dam project; to the
Committee on Public Lands.

190. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting a draft of a
proposed bill to amend the United Nations
Participation Act of 1945 to provide for the
appointment of representatives of the
United States in the organs and agencies of
the United Nations, and to make other pro-
visions with respect to the participation of
the United States in such crganization; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

191. A letter from the Secretary of State,
transmitting a draft of a proposed bill to
make certain increases in the annuities of
annultants under the Forelgn Service retire-
ment and disability system in view of the
increased cost of living; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

192. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting revised
estimates of appropriation for the fiscal year
1950 involving a decrease of $1,129,440 for
the Department of State (H. Doe. No. 60);
to the Committee on Appropriations and
ordered to b: printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XITI, reports
of committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. PETERSON: Committee on Publie
Lands. H. R. 54. A bill to retrocede to the
State of New Mexico exclusive jurisdicticn
held by the United States over lands within
the boundaries of the Los Alamos project of
the United States Atomic Energy Commis-
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sion; without amendment (Rept. No. 81).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. PETERSON: Committee on Public
Lands, H. R. 164. A bill authorizing the
Secretary of the Interior to convey certain
lands to the Churntown Elementary SBchool
District, California; without amendment
(Rept. No, 32). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Unioa.

Mr. PETERSON: Committee on Publie
Lands. H. R. 1401. A bill relating to the
dispositicn of certain recreational demonstra-
tion project lands by the State of Michigan
to the Mount Hope Cemetery Association of
Waterloo, Mich.; without amendment (Rept.
No. 383). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Uniun,

Mr. PETERSON: Committee on Public
Lands. H. R. 19988, A bill to amend the &ict
entitled “An act to provide for the convey-
ance to Pinellas County, State of Florida,
of certain public lands herein described,”
approved June 17, 1948 (Public Law 666,
80th Cong.), for the purpose of correcting
a land description therein; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 34). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. PETERSON: Committee on Public
Lands, H, R. 1997. A bill to authorize the
survey of a proposed Mississippi River park-
way for the purpose of determining the
feasibility of such a national parkway, and
for other purposes; with an amendment
(Rept. No. 35). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BRYSON:

H. R.2477. A bill to provide for the adjust-
ment of royalties and like charges for the use
of inventions for the benefit of or by the
United States, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CELLER:

H.R.2478. A bill to amend the act provid-
ing for the appointment of court reporters;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. COLMER:

H.R.2479. A bill to provide automobiles
for veterans of World War I who are en-
titled to compensation for the loss of use of
one or both legs, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs,

By Mr, pEGRAFFENRIED:

H.R. 2480. A bill to authorize the Adminis-
trator of Veterans' Affairs to pay service
charges for cashing veterans’ checks; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs,

By Mr. FORAND:

H.R.2481. A bill to terminate certain war
exclse tax rates, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. FORD:

H.R.2482. A bill to amend title II of the
Housing and Rent Act of 1947, as amended;
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. HAGEN:

H.R.2483. A bill to provide retirement an-
nuities for retired fourth-class postmasters
with 30 years of service; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. HORAN:

H. R. 2484. A bill to authorize grants to
Ferry and Okariogan Counties, Wash., in lleu
of taxes on certain lands restored to tribal
ownership; to the Committee on Public
Lands.

By Mr. JACOBS:

H. R. 2485. A bill to authorize the attend-
gnce of the United States Marine Band at
the Eighty-third and Final National Encamp-
ment of the Grand Army of the Republic to
be held in Indlanapolis, Ind, August 28 to
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September 1, 1949; to the Committee on
Armed Services.
By Mr. JAVITS:

H. R. 2486. A bill to create a medal to be
known as the Air Force Reserve Medal; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

H. R, 2487. A bill to create a medal to be
known as the Army Reserve Medal; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. JENSEN:
H. R. 2488. A bill to direct the Secretary of

Agriculture to announce the parity price of

milk, and to direct the Sscretary of Agricul-
ture to immediately announce the support
price of milk; to the Committee on Agricul-
ture.

By Mr. LANE:

H. R. 2489. A bill to assist States In collect-
ing sales and use taxes on cigarettes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. LIND:

H. R. 2490. A bill to amend subparzgraphs
(k) and (1) of paragraph II, part 1, Veterans
Regulation No. 1 (a), as amended, to pro-
vide increased compensation for cartain spe-
cific disabilities; to the Ccmmittee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

By Mr. McCARTHY:

H. R. 2491. A bill to provide salary increases
for each officer and employee of the Federal
Government, and each officer and employee
of the District of Columbia municipal gov-
ernment; to the Committee on Post Office
and C.vil Service.

H. R. 2402, A bill to provide for salary in-
creases for employees of the fleld service of
the Post Office Department; to the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Bervice.

By Mr. McKINNON:

H. R, 2493. A bill to provide equal treat-
ment to disabled enlisted men of the Navy,
Marine Corps, and Coast Guard on parity
with existing law pertaining to disabled en-
listed men of the Army; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

By Mr. MARSHALL:

H. R. 2484. A bill to permit the prospecting,
development, mining, removal, and utiliza-
tion of the mineral resources within the na-
tional forests and all public lands withdrawn
for power development, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Public Lands,

My Mr. MILLER of California:

H. R. 2495. A bill to provide salary in-
creases for each officer and employee of the
Federal Government, and each officer and
employee of the District of Columbia muniei-
pal government; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Sarvice.

H. R. 2496. A Dbill to provide for salary in-
creases for employees of the field service
of the Post Office Department; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Clvil Service.

By Mr. O'BRIEN of Michigan:

H. R. 2497. A bill to provide velerans' hos-
pital comstruction at Detroit and Grand
Rapids, Mich., and to authorize appropria-
tions therefor; to the Committee on Veter-
ans' Affalrs.

By Mr. VINSEON:

H.R. 2488. A bill to unify, consoclidate,
revise, and codify the Articles of War, the
Articles for the Government of the Navy,
and the disciplinary laws of the Coast Guard
and to enact and establish a Uniform Cede
of Military Justice; to the Committee on
Armed BServices.

By Mr, WILLIS:

H.R. 2480, A bill to provide for a prelimi-
nary examination and survey of a proposed
extension of the New Iberia Commercial Ca-
nal; to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. WILSON of Oklahoma:

H. R. 2500. A bill to amend section 9 of the
Farmers Home Administration Act of 1946;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. BLAND:

H. R. 2501. A bill authorizing and directing
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service
of the Department of the Interlor to under-
take a continuing study of the shad, alosa
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sapidissima, of the Atlantic coast with re-
spect to the biology, propagation, and abun-
dance of such species to the end that such
Bervice may recommend to the several States
of the Atlantic coast through the Atlantic
States Marine Fisheries Commission appro-
priate measures for arresting the decline cf
this valuable food fish and for increasing
the abundance and promoting the wisest
utilization thereof; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

H R. 2502. A bill appropriating to the
United Siates Fish and Wildlife Service the
sum of $75,000 for a continuing study of
shad, alosa sapidissima, of the Atlantic coast,

-Wwith respect to the biology, propagation, and

abundance of such specles to the end that
such Service may recommend to the sev-
eral Btates of the Atlantic coast through the
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
appropriate measures for arresting the de-
cline of this valuable food fish and for in-
creasing the abundance and promoting the
wisest utilization thereof; to the Commitiee
on Appropriations.
By Mr. LANE (by request):

H. R. £603. A bill to limit working hours of
Government employees; to the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. LANE:

H. R. 2504. A bill to amend and supplement
the act of June 7, 1924 (43 Stat. 653); to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. MARCANTONIO:

H.R.2505. A bill to provide for home rule
and reorganization in the District of Co-
lumbia; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

By Mr, MILLER of Maryland:

H. R.2506. A bill to authorize the purchase
of a new post-office site at Snow Hill, Md.;
to the Committee on Public Works,
~ H.R.2507. A bill to authorize the purchase
of a new post-office site at Princess Anne,
Md.; to the Committee on Public Works.

H.R.2508. A bill to authorize the pur-
chase of a new post-office site at Federals-
burg, Md.; to the Committee on Public
Works.

H.R.2609. A bill to authorize the pur-
chase of a new post-office site at Berlin, Md.;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. PICKETT (by request) :

H.R.2510. A bill to prcvide retirement
annuities for certain iormer rural letter car-
riers; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. RANKIN:

H.R.2511. A bill to restore the rights of
vessels engaged in the coastwise trade of the
United States to pass through the Panama
Canal without payment of toll; to the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Pisheries.

By Mr. RANKIN (by request):

H.R.2512. A bill to provide pensions for
veterans of World War I and World War II
based on non-service-connected disability
and attalned age; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

By Mr. REED of Illinois:

H.R.2513. A bill to amend subdivisions d
and e of section 58 of an act entitled “An act
to establish a uniform system of bankruptey
throughout the United States,” approved July
1, 1898, and acts amendatory thereof and
supplementary thereto; to the Committee on
the Judieiary.

By Mr. SANBORN:

H.R.2514. A bill to enable the Secretary
of Agriculture to extend financlal assistance
to homestead entrymen, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. WELCH of California:

H.R.2515. A bill authorizing the Secre-
tary of the Army to convey certain lands to
the city and county of San Franc!sco; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mrs. DOUGLAS:

H.R.2516. A biil to amehd the Housing
Act of 1948; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.
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By Mr. ROGERS of Florida:

H.R.2517. A bill directing the Becretary
of the Interlor to convey certain land to Palm
Beach County, Fla., to the Committee on
Public Lands.

By Mr. LEMKE:

H. R. 2518, A bill to amend the World War
Adjusted Compensation Act to provide ad-
Justed compensation for provisional, proba-
tionary, and temporary officers; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

H.R.2519. A bill relating to the use and
occupation of certaln lands acquired by the
United States in connection with flood-con-
trol projects; to the Committee on Public
Works. .

By Mr. NORRELL:

H. R. 2520. A bill to amend subsection 602
(}) of the National Service Life Insurance
Act of 1940, as amended; to the Committee
on Veterans’ Affairs,

By Mr. RHODES:

H.R. 2521, A bill to promote the general
welfere of the people of the United States by
establishing a publicly supported labor ex-
tension program for wage and salary earners,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Education and Labor,

. H. R. 2522, A bill to increase the compensa-~
tion of all postal and classified employees
of the Federal Government; to the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service.

H. R. 2523. A hill to provide relief for vet-
erans erronecusly required to reimburse the
United States for overpayment on their ad-
justed-service certificates; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SMATHERS:

H.R.2524. A bill to provide a program of
assistance for the expansion and construction
of dental colleges in the several States; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

H. R. 2525. A bill to provide for dental edu-
cation and assistance; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. FORD:

H.R.2526. A bill to provide Federal hos-
pital construction at Detroit and Grand
Raplds, Mich., and to authorize appropria-
tions therefor; to the Committee on Veter-
ans’ Affairs.

By Mr. CELLER:

H.R.2520. A bill to relieve certaln em-
ployees of the Veterans' Administration
from financlal liability for certain overpay-
ments; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WERDEL:

H. J. Res. 153. Joint resolution granting
the consent of Congress to joinder of the
United States in sult in the United States
Supreme Court for adjudication of claims
to waters of the Colorado River system; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GORSKI of Illinols:

H.J. Res. 164. Joint resolution to provide
for the extension of patents whenever the
use of the same has been prevented by war
or other causes and providing for the exten~
sion of patents for persons who serve in the
miiitary or naval forces of the United States
during the war; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. RODINO:

H. Con. Res. 27, Concurrent resolution to
express the sense of Congress that the issues
raised by the action of the Government of
Hungary in trying and sentencing Josef
Cardinal Mindszenty should be referred to
the United Nations, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs,

. By Mr. EEATING:

H. Con. Res. 28. Concurrent resolution to
protest -the arrest and Iimprisonment of
Archbishop Stepinatz of Yugoslavia and Car-
dinal Mindszenty of Hungary; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs,

By Mr. SOMERS:

H. Res. 85. Resolution to sever diplomatic
relations with the Government of Hungary;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs,
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) By Mr. COLE of Kansas:

H. Res, 86. Resolution creating a select
committee to conduct an investigation and
study of the Missourl Basin; to the Commit-
tee on Rules,

By Mr. GREEN:

H. Res. 87. Resolution protesting the pros-
ecuting of Cardinal Mindszenty by the Hun-
garian Government; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

Ey Mr. DAWSON:

H. Res. 88. Resolution providing for the
expenses of conducting the studies and in-
vestigations authorized by rule XI (h) (1)
incurred by the Committee on Expenditures
in the Executive Departments; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration.

By Mr. WHITTINGTON:

H. Res. 88. Resolution requesting the
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors
to prepare a revised edition of pages 1 to
369 of House Document No. 105, Seventy-
%xtl; Congress, to the Committee on Public

orks.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XXTII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

By the SPEAEER: Memorial of the Legis-
lature of the State of Arkansas, memorial-
izing the President and the Congress of the
United States to consider their House Con-
current Resolution 4, asking not to federal-
ize the practice of medicine; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of California, memorializing the Presi-
dent and the Congress of the United States

. for the consideration of Assembly Joint Res-

olutions 2, 5, 6, 8, 10, 18, and 15 adopted
by the California Legislature during January
1049; to the Committee on Public Lands.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of California, memorializing the Presi-
dent and the Congress of the United States
f.. the consideration of Senate Joint Reso-
lutions 5, 6, 8, 11, 13, 14, 15, and 17 adopted
by the Legislature of the State of California;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Montana, memorializing the Presi-
dent and the Congress of the United States
relating to the Yellowtail Dam in Big Horn
County in southern Montana and requesting
that funds be made available Immediately
for its construction; to the Commlttae on
Appropriations.

Also, memorial of the Leglslature of the
State of Nebraska, memorlalizing the Presi-
dent and the Congress of the United States
relative to Legislative Resolution 9, request-
ing that the Commissioner of Public Roads
in charge of the Federal-aid road fund in-
crease the allotments to Nebraska for the
purpose of improving and maintaining roads
in Thurston County; to the Committee on
Public Works.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of South Dakota, memorializing the
President and the Congress of the United
States relative to their House Joint Resolu-
tion 2, ratifying a prcposed amendment to
the Constitution of the United States relat-
ing to the terms of the office of the Presi-
dent; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Wyoming, memorializing the Presi-
dent and the Congress of the United States
to consider their Enrolled Joint Memorial 1,
asking for the passage of legislation appro-
priating money to complete the building of
the Eden Valley irrigation project; to the
Committee on Appropriations.

- Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of North- Dakota, memorializing the
President and the Congress of the United
States to enact legislation to maintain a
ﬂoorufnotmthanl%pereentorpaﬂty
on all basic farm crops; to the Committee
on Agriculture.
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Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Idaho, memorializing the Presi-
dent and the Congress of the United States
with reference to renaming of various dams
in the State of Idaho; to the Committee cn
Public Works,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ANDERSON of California:

H. R. 2527, A bill for the relief of Mr. and
Mrs. Forrest J. McDermott; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BYRNE bf New York:

H.R.2528. A bill for the relief of Costas
Zavou; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DENTON:

H. R. 2530. A bill for the relief of James R.

Frazer; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr., JAVITS:

H. R. 2531. A bill for the relief of Elza Fried-

rych; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
y Mr. EENNEDY (by request) :

H.R. 2532, A bill authorizing the natu-
ralization of Peter You Lo Chen; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SASSCER:

H.R.25383. A bill for the relief of Com-
mander Edward White Rawlins, United States
Navy; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. WILLIS:

H.R.2534. A bill for the relief of Gabriel

Gary; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. WOLVERTON:

H.R.2535. A bill for the relief 6f Samuel
J. D, Marshall, to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk
and referred as follows:

50. By the SPEAEKER: Petition of shop

91, Local 19, UOPWA, CIO, petitioning con-
sideration of their resolution with reference
to repealing the Taft-Hartley Act imme-
diately and restoring the Wagner Act; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.
"~ 51. By Mr. LeECOMPTE: Petition of citi-
zens of Harper, Iowa, urging the inclusion in
the Federal aid to education bill of health
and welfare services for non-public-school
children; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

52, By the SPEAEER: Petition of Willilam
Heller, president, Air Line Pilots Assccia-
tion of .the Phillippines, petitioning con-
sideration of their resolution with reference
to requesting Uncle Sam's stand in the case
of three United States civillan citizen pilots
being held in prison in the Indonesian area;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs,

53. Also, petition of James W. Mockler,
acting city clerk, city of Buffalo, petitioning
consideration of his resolution with refer-
ence to asking the Congress of the United
States to pass the General Pulaski’s Memo-
rial Day resolution; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

54. By Mr., HART: Memorial proposed by
Mayor Frank H. Eggers, of Jersey City, and
adopted by the board of commissioners of
that city, memorializing the Congress of
the United Stat2s to pass, and the President
of the United States to approve, if passed,
the General Pulaski Memorial Day resolu-
tion pending in Congress at present time;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

55. Also, petition of membérs of Capt.
Clinton E. Fisk Post, No. 132, Veterans of
Forelgn Wars, Jersey City, N. J., urging that
the Members of Congress enact legislation
to prevent the displaced persons of Europe
from coming to this country to make their
homes for a period of not less than 10 years;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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